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ABSTRACT
Financing in terco lleg ia te  a th le tics  has become an ever present 
issue with the colleges and universities o f the National Collegiate  
Athletic  Association. In f la t io n  and other factors have driven the 
cost of running a college sports program to alarmingly high levels.
The l i te ra tu re  is fu l l  of expressions of concern about the financial 
future of in terco lleg ia te  a th le t ic  competition.
This study investigated trends in financing in tercolleg iate  
ath le tics  among the 10 Southeastern Conference Universities. A two- 
part survey questionnaire was completed, one part by the a th le tic  
director and one by the business manager at each of these in stitu tion s .  
Revenues and expenditures for the fisca l years 1969-1970 through 1978- 
1979 were recorded, projections fo r  1979-1980 through 1983-1984 were 
made u t i l iz in g  regression analysis, and the opinions of the SEC 
A thletic  Directors were registered concerning financial issues.
Revenue and expenditure relationships were analyzed. The findings of 
this investigation reveal a substantial number o f negative balances 
among the actual and projected revenues and expenditures. Only two 
of the SEC schools had revenues greater than expenditures in every 
year included in the investigation.
Football was the sport which supplied the greatest amount of 
revenue. Among revenues l is ted  by source t ic ke t sales was the major 
producer of funds. A trend toward raising money through contributions 
and donations was indicated by the substantial increases in revenue 
derived from these sources. Salaries and wages constituted the
greatest expenditure item at the end of the period of investigation. 
Additional major expense categories were: other expenses, grant costs,
tra v e l ,  equipment and maintenance. In the sports categories spending 
fo r  football was the highest.
In f la t io n  and the cost o f adding sports to the program were major 
concerns among Southeastern Conference A th le tic  Directors. The 
a th le t ic  administrators endorsed more plans to increase revenues than 
reduce expenditures. The m ajority o f  the directors favored abolishing 
scholarships in non-revenue sports while the major thrust for  
increased revenues was in the area o f contributions and donations. 
Evidence from this investigation indicated the a th le t ic  directors of 
the Southeastern Conference planned to maintain th e ir  competitive 
positions, p a r t ic u la r ly  in football and basketball, while attempting 
to generate greater revenues.
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
We can remove the quotation marks from the term big business 
when we ta lk  about college a th letics  today. The most c r i t ic a l  
problem facing administrators of in terco lleg ia te  ath letics is 
financing the vars ity  sports program.
The schools that choose to compete at the highest level of in te r ­
colleg iate  competition commit themselves to substantial expenditures 
for recru iting  ath letes, building and maintaining f i r s t  class a th le tic  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  travel expenses for playing intersectional contests and 
increased salaries to lure top coaches. Add to this the effects of 
in f la t io n  on the cost of grant-in -a id  scholarships, equipment, and 
supplies, and i t  is not surprising that many schools are having a 
d i f f i c u l t  time meeting financial obligations.
In f la t io n  for the period of 1969 through 1979 included in the 
investigation was 118.8% (Department of Labor, 1979). This alone 
placed tremendous demands for revenue on the a th le tic  program of a 
university . The pressure of expanding the scope of the program and 
improving the performance of a th le t ic  teams by making greater 
investment fo r recru iting , coaching and f a c i l i t i e s  has increased the 
f inancial burden fo r  many schools.
T i t le  IX of the Educational Amendments Act of 1972 requires that 
women be offered equal opportunities to partic ipate  in in terco lleg iate  
a th le t ic  programs. Consequently, colleges and universities have been 
forced to make substantial financial investments to comply with these 
regulations. Proportional financial aid fo r  men and womc: also means
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additional and even precarious increases in the a th le t ic  budget for  
many schools.
The competitive nature of in terco lleg ia te  competition has also 
been a major factor in increasing costs. With success judged 
prim arily by the win-loss record of a team, there is a constant battle  
to gain an advantage. Gaining an advantage in recru iting , f a c i l i t i e s ,  
equipment or coaching in an attempt to have a more successful team 
means, in most cases, spending more money.
In a 1977 survey of colleges and universities by Raiborn, 85% 
of the NCAA Division I A th le tic  Directors deemed the problem of 
increasing costs fo r a th le tics  a serious one. This opinion is borne 
out by figures from that year showing an average implied d e f ic i t  of 
$30,000 per school (p. 40).
The problem of a th le t ic  fund d e fic its  is real and the nature of 
a th le t ic  administration at the college level today requires the 
a th le t ic  d irector to be an astute businessman as well as a fund­
ra iser . The journal of the National Association of Collegiate  
Directors of Athletics has a special section featuring fund-raising  
ideas. The Director of Athletics from the University of Houston, 
Cedric Dempsey, was quoted in the Houston Chronicle, "Even i f  we 
sell out our six football games in the Astrodome next f a l l ,  we w ill  
have d i f f ic u l t y  balancing our budget without external funds" {Peebles, 
1930). In the same a r t ic le  i t  was pointed out that Dempsey's a b i l i t y  
as a fund-raiser was one of the reasons the University of Houston 
hired him.
An NCAA sponsored survey by Raiborn published in 1970 indicated
Division I schools had an average mean p ro f i t  in each of the years 
1960 through 1969 (p. 102). A follow-up study for 1970 through 1977 
showed a balanced budget for 1970 and an implied mean d e f ic i t  for  
each of the next 7 years (p. 41).
College presidents are becoming actively involved in lobbying 
fo r  leg is la tion  that w i l l  curb ris ing costs and a th le t ic  directors 
are fa s t  becoming sports promoters in an attempt to bring in enough 
money to keep the ir  proyrams f in an c ia lly  sound. At the same time 
in f la t io n ,  the addition of women's sports and the high price of 
competing in the so-called "big time" are driving the cost of admin­
is tering  an in terco lleg ia te  sports program to dangerously high 
le v e ls .
Sports I l lu s tra te d  w rite r  Frank Deford (1975) stated that college 
sport is in danger of being k i l le d ,  a victim of murderously high 
costs (p. 56). Father Edmund Joyce, Executive Vice-President of Notre 
Dame University, stated, "College football may have disappeared 
completely in the next 20 years" (Forbes, 1979, p. 44). Concern is 
being expressed for the preservation of a th le t ic  programs in our 
colleges and un ivers ities . I t  now appears there i-s a concensus that 
the only hope for preservation is to both reduce costs and increase 
revenues.
The purposes of this investigation were to determine the revenues 
and expenditures fo r  a th letics  in Southeastern Conference (SEC) 
schools during each of the fiscal years 1969-70 through 1978-79, 
project income and expenses for the fiscal years 1979-80 through 
1983-84 and to e l i c i t  the ideas of the a th le t ic  directors of the SFC 
on the subject of financing college a th le t ic  programs.
Review of Related Literature
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A great deal of in terest in the subject of college athletics and 
i ts  financial future was evident from the substantial amount of 
l i te ra tu re  that pertains to the present study. Although there are 
a number of studies published that deal with financing in tercolleg iate  
a th le t ic s , the review of l i te ra tu re  revealed nothing that dealt 
exclusively with the SEC schools.
Entries in this review are grouped into the following c lass if ica ­
tions: (1) research studies and artic les  dealing with the problem
of financing in terco lleg ia te  a th le t ic s , (2) l i te ra tu re  on the 
financial status of in terco lleg ia te  a th le t ic s , (3) a r t ic le s  and 
manuals on NCAA rules , (4) publications concerning women's a th le tics .  
The Problem of Financing In terco lleg ia te  Athletics
The l i te ra tu re  indicates great concern among college and 
university administrators fo r  the financial future of th e ir  a th le tic  
programs. There are numerous references to d e f ic i t  spending and even 
the "bankruptcy" of a number of programs. Starnes (1973) expressed 
the b e l ie f  that "the world of in terco lleg ia te  a th letics  is trapped in 
a savage c irc le  of d iz z i ly  ris ing costs and badly tarnished ethics"
(p. 1 ) .  A Scripps-Howard survey of in terco lleg ia te  sports was referred  
to which indicated that p articu la r ly  football and basketball "are 
caught in an upward cost spiral that finds survival d irec tly  linked to 
winning—and winning possible only by affronting the s p ir i t  and often 
the le t t e r  of the rules of amateurism" (p. 2). Starnes cited a Big 
Eight Conference study that had recently shown costs increasing at
three times the rate  o f income. Ticket prices were being raised in 
the Big 8 and the Big 10 because attendance could not go much higher 
without increasing the size of the stadiums. Several references were 
made to big time a th le t ic  programs which were f ig h ting  to make ends 
meet. For example, in 1972-73 the University o f Texas a th le t ic  
department grossed $1.8 m ill io n  and its  net p r o f i t  was only $2,895. 
Indiana University has a $2.1 m ill io n  a year budget fo r sports and was 
barely staying "out o f the red". UCLA was cited as a successful 
program with a $3,000,000 budget and about $500,000 per year spent on 
scholarships and $75,000 to $85,000 a year was spent on recru it ing .  
UCLA has won 14 NCAA t i t l e s  in the previous 3 years and the u l t ra ­
successful basketball program was a financial plus that most schools 
do not enjoy. Kent State 's  losses in the previous year (1972) had 
been $995,901. University general funds were used to make up the 
d e f ic i t .  Starnes believed that few of the 121 schools that the NCAA 
ranked as "major" had escaped the money squeeze. In the la s t  decade 
41 in s t itu t io n s  had dropped in terco lleg ia te  fo o tb a l l ,  and in 1972 
Loyola University of New Orleans had become the f i r s t  NCAA member to 
completely drop i ts  vars ity  sports program.
Deford (1975) states that college sports are in danger of being 
k i l l e d — a victim of murderously high costs. Some of the factors  
pointed out as contributing problems were: (1) un ivers ities  them­
selves are having money problems, (2) T i t le  IX has increased costs,
(3) professional sports have taken away some of the entertainment 
d o lla rs , (4) students are demanding more fo r th e ir  student fee d o lla r ,
(5) recru iting  has gotten out of hand and (6) new f a c i l i t i e s  are so
expensive they are d i f f i c u l t  to pay fo r  without a greater number of 
"extra events11. Deford also stated, "Because of these factors 90% of 
a l l  U.S. college a th le t ic  departments are losing money" {p. 56). Don 
Canham of Michigan was cited by Deford as the type of promoter today’ s 
co lleg ia te  Director of Athletics must be. In speaking about his job, 
Canham indicated he spends 50% of his time on finances. The Michigan 
A th le tic  Department is a separate e n t ity  which pays i ts  own b i l ls  
and invests i ts  p ro f i ts .  Canham is  pictured as an entrepreneur who 
has come to be the reigning authority  on promotions in the f ie ld  of 
college a th le t ic s .  Despite a l l  the promotions and the solid financial  
ground on which his school stands, Canham is concerned about the future  
of college a th le t ic s .  "The handwriting is there. When you see a 
place l ik e  Oregon State wipe out some scholarships, you know th e y 'l l  
be wiping out football because there won't be anything else le f t "
(p. 55). Canham ca lls  fo r  moderation in two main areas: (1) number
of scholarships and number of s ta f f  members and (2) recru it ing .
Harms (1977) id e n t if ie d  problems confronting the NCAA during 
the period 1973-76. Major issues were: (1) the effects  of T i t le  IX,
(2) the NCAA and in ternational competition, (3) partic ipan t e l ig i b i l i t y ,
(4) NCAA reorganization, and (5) the economic c r is is .  With respect 
to the economic c r is is ,  in f la t io n  is  named as the major c u lp r i t .
Economy measures such as reduction of coaching s ta f f ,  recru iting  
re s tr ic t io n s , and the devaluation o f the financial worth of scholar­
ships were id e n t if ie d .
A news a r t ic le  in Time (1977) pointed out the problem of in f la t io n  
in co lleg ia te  a th le tics  costs. Reference was made to d e f ic its  in 1976
at Arkansas State ($225,000), Tulane ($200,000) and Minnesota 
($450,000). I t  was estimated as few as 30 of the 1000 schools 
engaged in in terco lleg ia te  a th le tics  were running a profitab le  sports 
program (p. 74). Stanford president, Richard Lyman, was quoted as 
saying, ". . .pressures are not going to diminish. A th le tic  costs 
are mounting faster than the cost of l iv in g  and most universities  
feel they've exhausted such remedies as raising t ic k e t  prices 
dramatically" (p. 75). In f la t io n  and the advent of equitable women's 
programs were referred to as the two main financial headaches. One. 
of the thrusts o f economy moves has been in the area of "need based 
scholarships". In p a rt icu la r , many university presidents seem to be 
in favor of this concept (p. 76).
A 1975 survey of 296 college a th le t ic  directors by Broyles and 
Hay investigated the key problems facing in terco lleg ia te  a th le t ics .  
One hundred forty  responses, or 47%, were received and analyzed. The 
Directors ranked expenses, revenues, and budgets as the three most 
serious specific problem areas. N inety-six, or 69%, of the 140 
a th le t ic  directors responding l is te d  expenses as a serious or very 
serious problem while only two indicated i t  was no*problem. The 
most common "write-in" problem area was women's a th letics  (p. 12).
Pressures on a th le t ic  directors were cited by Mooney (1975).
He says the a th le t ic  director is caught between balancing the budget 
and spending enough to be competitive. He points out that many 
in s titu tion s  lose between $200,000 and $500,000 each year in 
a th le t ic s . One college administrator of a th le tics  was quoted about 
an a th le t ic  d irector's  primary responsib ility . He stated, "His main
duty is to keep the a th le t ic  program solvent and in the black" (p.
13).
A 1971 Business Week a r t ic le  and Weiner (1973), Forbes (1976), 
Hanford (1977), and McGuire (1980) stated financial problems have 
forced some schools to give up th e ir  sports programs. Forbes (1976) 
f e l t  decisions were being made a l l  over the country to cut budgets 
and even to drop sports from the varsity  a th le t ic  program. The 
previous year Kansas State dropped wrestling, swinging, and gymnastics 
as varsity sports. The thrust of e ffo rts  to increase revenues was 
improving the caliber of the football team. Kansas State a th le tic  
director, John Jermier said, "That sport is the key to our financial 
problem" (p. 76). In a gloomy financial picture, television  
contracts were a bright spot. During 1976-77, ABC paid the NCAA 
$18,000,000 to te levise 41 football games. The NCAA would get 6% 
o f f  the top of the $501,538 s p l i t  by the two teams in each nationally  
televised game and the $380,000 in a regionally televised game (p. 79).
In the Business Week (1971) a r t ic le  reference was made to the 
State University of New York a t Buffalo dropping its  football program 
which started in 1894. This same thing has happened at 18 other 
schools in the last 5 years. Miami lost eight football games the 
past year and suffered a $176,000 d e f ic i t .  The University had 
recently dropped its  basketball team, and the school's president had 
indicated that i f  the football team d idn 't  improve there would be 
some "soul-searching". The sports programs at 400 of the 655 NCAA 
schools had a d e f ic i t  the previous year. Even the "big-time" in s t i tu ­
tions were fighting a tough ba tt le  with increasing costs (p. 38).
The a r t ic le  by Weiner (1973) points to turmoil in the world of 
college ath letics  as students, faculty  and administrators bring to 
task the huge sums of money spent fo r "big-time" programs. The 
Villanova story was cited as an example of a situation where a 
university nearly had to give up i ts  football program. The 1971 
football d e f ic i t  was $315,662 and the campus newspaper was calling fo r  
the abolition of the football program. The board of trustees decided 
to re ta in  the programs, but i t  appears that i t  w i l l  be a constant 
f ig h t  in the future to keep the program on its  fe e t.  (In 1981 
Villanova discontinued its  in terco lleg ia te  football program.) The 
relationship of alumni giving and winning records is documented.
Weiner refers to a study of the University of Southern California  
that shows great increases in alumni contributions in years when the 
football record was better. Records from Ohio State and Missouri 
indicate the same results (p. 37).
McGuire (1980) reported the University of California at Berkley 
had dropped three men's sports--wrestling, g o lf ,  and volleyball.
Some of the people involved blamed the upgrading of the women's 
program for the deleting of the men's sports. The'Cal g ir ls  had a 
budget of $700,000 las t  year. The budget fo r 1981 was expected to 
be near a m ill ion  do llars . Football produced 70% of the income at 
this school. Contributions and student fees were responsible for  
the remainder of the $3.2 m illion  budget. I t  was pointed out that 
basketball does l i t t l e  more than break even and the rest of the men's 
and a l l  the women's sports lose money.
An Associated Press (1980) a r t ic le  indicated Southern Methodist 
University had a cumulative $6 m illion  d e f ic i t  of which $2.5 m illion  
was a ttr ib u ta b le  to a th le t ics . The a th le t ic  program was experiencing 
a $400,000 to $500,000 per year d e f ic i t .  SMU President James 
Zumberge stated in the a r t ic le ,  "Before in f la t io n  went double d ig i t ,  
i t  cost us a couple of hundred thousand per year to maintain a sport 
and i t  was no big deal" (p. 20). He said the benefits of name 
recognition and alumni links with th e ir  alma mater made that a 
reasonable price to pay for excitement and in terest in the school 
. . . now ath le tics  is to ld , "The University cannot support you.
You'd better make your program whole". Zumberge said the cost of 
t ra v e l,  equipment, and scholarships were particu la r ly  high.
Status o f Financing In terco lleg ia te  Athletics
Raiborn (1970), Fischer (1975), Haag (1977), and Raiborn (1978) 
completed, investigations that dealt with the status of financing 
college a th le t ic  programs. A detailed review of each of these 
studies is included because of th e ir  pertinence to the current 
investigation.
In 1970 Mitchell Raiborn published the "Financial Analysis of 
In te rco lleg ia te  Athletics" and followed with an update in 1978 
e n tit led  "Revenues and Expenses of In terco lleg ia te  A th le tic  Programs". 
These two studies provide information on financial trends in in te r ­
co lleg ia te  programs among NCAA member schools during the years 
1959-60 through 1976-77. In Raiborn's 1970 study a questionnaire was 
distributed to a l l  NCAA member in s ti tu t io n s . The research instrument 
sought data concerning revenues and expenses related to in terco lleg­
ia te  a th le tics  and some non-financial information such as number of
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participants in the sports program of the school. Schools were 
divided into c lassifications established by the NCAA based on 
comparability of program a c t iv it ie s  and financial structure. Seventy- 
three of 118 Division I schools responded in the f i r s t  study. Mean 
total revenues for Division I schools in 1959-60 was $672,000 as 
compared to $1,397,000 in 1968-69. In fisca l year 1969 t ic k e t  sales 
accounted fo r  51% o f revenues for these schools. Revenue c lass if ica ­
tions by sport in 1969 showed football the leading income producer 
with $960,000 or 68% of the to ta l revenue. In 1960, the mean to ta l,  
expenses fo r  a l l  sports was $635,000 and by 1969 i t  had increased to 
$1,322,000. Salaries and fringe benefits accounted for 29% or the 
largest portion of the to ta l expenses in 1969 followed by grants-in-  
aid at 20%. By sport, football spent 51% or $668,000 compared to 
basketball expenses of $130,000 or 10%.
The average mean p ro f i t  fo r  Division I schools was $37,000 in 
1960 and $75,000 in 1969. All other divisions showed an implied 
mean loss in each year of the study. The Division I schools with 
strong football revenues had not yet f e l t  the financial pinch that 
was already squeezing the smaller in s t itu t io n s .
Raiborn's f i r s t  study revealed the efforts  most often cited to 
improve income by a l l  respondents were as follows: (1) increase
tic k e t prices, (2) expand promotional e f fo r ts ,  (3) improve team 
performance, {4} improve plant f a c i l i t i e s  and (5) increase student 
a c t iv i ty  fees. I t  is interesting to note that 7% indicated they were 
making no e f fo r t  to improve.
Respondents were also asked to indicate methods they favored to
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control the cost of g ra n ts - in -a id . The most favorable responses were 
in rank order: (1) replace 4 year awards with annually renewable
grants, (2) enforce national l im i t  on number o f g ran ts -in -a id , (3) 
elim inate a l l  incidental cash payments, and (4) l im i t  the number of 
new grants awarded each year.
More r e s t r ic t iv e  recru it ing  polic ies were endorsed by 73% of 
Division I respondents. These res tr ic tio n s  included lim itations on 
number o f in s t i tu t io n s  a prospective a th lete  can v is i t  and an 
e a r l ie r  e f fe c t iv e  date fo r  interconference l e t t e r  of in ten t.
Three hundred t h i r t y ,  or 46%, of 722 in s titu t io n s  responded in  
the more recent survey (R a iborn ,.1978) with 86, or 63%, o f the 
Division I schools p a rt ic ip a tin g . Only men's programs were included 
in the main body o f the study. Average to ta l revenues fo r  Division I 
schools were $1,263,000 in 1969-70 and $2,183,000 in 1976-77. This 
represented a 73% increase over the seven year period. Average to ta l  
expenses were $1,263,000 in 1969-70 and $2,213,000 in 1976-77, which 
marked a 75% increase during th is  period.
Frequency d is tr ib u tio ns  showed twelve schools with revenues 
under $600,000 and two over $5,400,000. An analysis of principal 
revenue sources indicated that t ic k e t  sales was the leading source 
of income.
A review of revenue and expense relationships for Division I  
schools reveals an implied d e f ic i t  in each of the years included in 
th is study except 1969-70 in which case the average revenues and 
expenses were the same. The lowest d e f ic i t  f igure  was $11,000 in  
1976 and the highest $75,000 in 1975. This study revealed that in
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1977, 37% o f the schools reported a d e f ic i t  (with the average d e f ic it  
being $523,000). I t  was also found that average football revenues 
exceeded average expenses each year of the study. A sim ilar look at 
basketball revenues and expenses showed fluctuation from p ro f i t  to 
d e f ic i t  during the years in question.
In Raiborn's 1978 investigation women's a th le t ic  programs for  
1973 through 1977 were treated separately. Figures fo r  1977 showed 
median revenues of $5,000 and median expenses of $97,000. Raiborn's 
survey indicates that in Division I ,  17% of the expenses fo r women . 
are financed by earned revenues, 45% by men's programs, and 38% from 
other sources.
From a questionnaire, the following information was derived:
(1) A to ta l of 73% of the respondents receive some government 
support fo r  a th le t ic s .
(2) Ticket prices have been increased since 1973 by 90% of the 
schools responding.
(3) Cost of a grant-in -a id  is up 29% since 1973.
(4) The majority o f  schools view th e ir  main financial objective 
as earning revenues to recover program costs.
(5) Most of the institu tions  describe th e ir  a th le t ic  programs
as self-supporting ( i . e . ,  they don't re ly  on in s titu tio n a l resources).
(6) Division I respondents indicated the following rank order 
of causes of increased operating expenses at th e ir  school:
a. high cost of grants-in-aid
b. increased base salaries
c. increased recruiting costs
d. increased a i r  fares
e. addition of new sports
f .  more s ta f f  personnel
(7) A to ta l of 85% of the Division I schools described the 
problem of increasing expenses as "Serious, and methods are needed to 
control expenses and eliminate unnecessary costs".
Raiborn concluded his study by explaining expense increases as 
the e ffec t  of more athletes (4%), e ffec t of in f la t io n  (72%), and 
other spending effects (24%).
The University of Washington, Washington State University, and 
three other state colleges in Washington were compared in the Fischer 
(1975) study of a th le t ic  finances. The two major universities  
(University of Washington and Washington State) gave over one m illion  
dollars in grants-in -a id  between them during the 1974-75 school year 
as compared to the other three colleges who gave approximately $10,000 
fo r  special awards based on need. Gate receipts during the same 
period exceeded $3,000,000 at the two larger institu tions  and less 
than $40,000 for the smaller schools.
Fischer stated the schools did have two things in common: (1)
a l l  were feeling the strain o f  increased costs brought on by double­
d ig i t  in f la t io n ,  and (2) they have asked for additional state general 
fund dollars to ta ling  1.5 m ill ion  for th e ir  respective in terco lleg iate  
a th le t ic  programs fo r  the 1975-77 biennium. The University of 
Washington recently announced i t  w i l l  discontinue grants-in-a id  based 
on a th le t ic  a b i l i t y  in a l l  sports other than basketball and football.
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The average cost of a grant-in -a id  in 1974-75 at Washington was $2,307 
and at Washington State, $2,354.
Balance sheets a t the University of Washington showed the 
following:
YEAR REVENUES EXPENSES NET
1971-72 $2,371,028 $2,141,377 $ 229,651
1972-73 2,807,902 2,963,712 -155,810
1973-74 2,673,017 3,144,543 -471,526
1974-75 2,597,785 3,004,512 -406,727
Grants-in-aid cost $656,600 in 1974-75 with $249,870 for football,  
$39,756 for basketball, and $259,956 for other men's sports including 
baseball, g o lf ,  gymnastics, skiing, soccer, swimming, tennis, track 
and wrestling. Salaries and wages was the greatest cost component 
with $895,141 in expenditures. Other components were goods and 
services, $666,380; grants-in -a id , $656,600; team trav e l,  $305,202; 
supplies and miscellaneous expenses, $219,189; employee benefits, 
$150,000; and administration and s ta f f  t ra v e l ,  $111,900. The 1974-75 
budget anticipated a l l  sports would operate at a d e f ic i t  except 
foo tb a ll.
Football accounted for the highest tota l expense of $890,613, 
followed by basketball at $217,376 and track at $144,094. Women's 
sports were l is te d  at a to ta l cost of $180,122. Football was the 
leading money-maker, to ta ling  $1,854,000 with basketball a distant 
second at $154,000.
A fter planning the 1974-75 budget, the University of Washington 
Athletic  Administration institu ted  nine cost saving measures: (1)
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reduction in s ta f f ,  (2) reduction in recruiting expenses and 
administrative tra v e l ,  (3) reduction in team trav e l,  (4) reduction in 
the budget fo r sports equipment and supplies, (5) deletion of team 
banquets except fo r football and basketball, (6) reduced training  
table budgets, (7) reduced band budget, (8) reduced support of the 
sports medicine program, (9) miscellaneous reductions including 
elimination of partic ipation in non-NCAA championship and complimentary 
tickets to department s ta f f .
Washington State budget accounts revealed the following:
YEAR REVENUES EXPENSES NET
1971-72 $1,433,882 $1,498,502 $ -64,620
1972-73 1,842,546 2,079,644 -237,098
1973-74 1,831,960 1,863,656 -31,696
1974-75 1,687,574 1,687,574 *
♦projected with $50,000 in in terest expense not included.
Fischer reported expenses fo r  grants-in-aid were $395,801. This 
included $244,475 fo r  fo o tb a ll ,  $51,846 for basketball, $39,500 for  
track, $29,000 fo r  baseball and a to ta l of $30,980 for go lf ,  gymnastics, 
tennis, and wrestling. The greatest cost factor was salaries and 
wages a t $412,059 followed by grants-in-a id  at $395,801; goods and 
services, $368,802; team tra v e l ,  $214,682; administration and s ta ff  
t ra v e l ,  $125,405; supplies and miscellaneous expenses, $98,598; and 
employee benefits , $60,130. A ll sports except football were 
anticipated to operate a t  d e f ic i t .  In 1974, football cost $539,618.14; 
basketball, $300,859.87; and track, $75,122.64. Football earnings
were projected at $1,001,104 in 1975. Basketball was next with 
$101,507 in anticipated income.
Another inclusion in this study was comparison of selected 
Pacific  Eight Conference schools from a 1974 survey by Joe Kearny 
who was Director of Sports Programs at the University o f Washington. 
This survey showed to ta l operating expenses for these schools ranging 
from $1,699,307 to $2,939,225. Source of revenue figures indicated 
in s t itu t io n a l support ranged from 0 to $60,000, student fee income 
from 0 to $528,830, contributions from $55,000 to $620,000, football 
revenues from $52,000 to $705,000.
These figures indicated that Washington State ranked high in 
in s t i tu t io n  and student fee support while University of Washington 
ranked higher in revenues from gate receipts. Both schools were in 
the middle group fo r  contribution income.
Institutions surveyed in the Haag (1977) study were in the 
A tlantic  Coast, Big Eight, Big Ten, Mid-American, Pacific  Eight, 
Southeastern, Southwest, and Western Conferences. Fifty-two a th le tic  
directors responded among the 70 who were polled. Seven of the ten 
SEC schools responded.
Total a th le t ic  expenditures reported by the 52 schools ranged 
from $883,788 to $4,379,815 fo r 1975-76. Estimated expenditures for  
1976-77 ranged from $1,071,262 to $4,309,815. For the reporting 
SEC schools the 1975-76 range was $2,216,627 to $3,105,665, with a 
mean of $2,769,829 and 1976-77 estimates went from $2,244,751 to 
$3 ,200,000.
Recruiting expenditures for 1975-76 ranged from $12,885 to
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$241,160 fo r  the to ta l sample. SEC figures were $98,000 to $138,087, 
with a mean of $119,984.
A th le t ic  scholarship expenditures for a l l  in s titu tio n s  ranged 
from $250,000 to $756,720 fo r  1975-76 while SEC scholarship expend­
itu res  ranged from $466,309 to $714,007, with a mean of $586,926. The 
number o f scholarships granted by the seven SEC schools in 1975-76 
were 185, 190, 190, 193, 204, and 221 for a to ta l o f 1376. Projections 
fo r  1976-77 forecast a drop o f  46 scholarships to 1330.
Some of the pertinent responses fo r  a th le t ic  directors concerning 
recruitment and f inancia l aid were as follows:
(1) Much in teres t was shown in the p o ss ib il i ty  o f financial aid 
based on need.
(2) Scholarships in the revenue sports only was suggested by 
17 o f the 38 respondents.
(3) Enforcement o f rules and regulations concerning financial 
aid and recru iting  were a major concern.
Several a r t ic le s  reported revenue and expense information fo r  
univers ity  a th le t ic  programs including A th le t ic  Director B i l l  Orwigs' 
1968 account of Indiana's a th le t ic  finances {pp. 6 ,10 ). This report 
indicated the major revenue sources a t  Indiana were t ic k e t  sales 
from home a th le t ic  events, settlements fo r  away games, te lev is ion  and 
radio rece ip ts , alumni contributions, parking fees and concessions 
income. Variations in income occur because of team records, weather 
conditions, etc . A review o f Indiana's 1968-69 budget shows that  
football was a llo tte d  the greatest amount of money among the sports
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($362,656). Basketball was a distant second with $85,400. Budget 
assignments fo r the other sports were: track, $39,170; baseball,
$28,305; swimming, $27,926; tennis, $10,135; go lf ,  $9,675; gymnastics, 
$6,980; and r i f l e ,  $800. Expenses not assigned to any one sport 
were estimated at $424,646. The to ta l budget fo r that year was 
$1,013,868.
Cohn and Ball (1969) included a detailed account of the 
financing of in terco lleg ia te  ath letics at the University o f Georgia 
and Georgia Tech (pp. 20-25). The business side of fo o tb a ll ,  with 
i ts  "schedules planned a decade in advance, fo r  revenue as much as 
t h r i l l s ,  . . .growing crowds and escalating costs", was the main 
subject.
The two schools were in better shape than most though Georgia 
Tech had actually  lo st $140,000 the year before. However, this loss 
was covered easily  by a large surplus accumulated from successful 
years past. Part of the picture here was the battle  with the profes­
sional football team, the Atlanta Falcons, fo r  the football 
entertainment dollars--competition obviously f e l t  by both schools.
One problem for these institu tions  was high demand among faculty  
and students fo r the tickets to a th le t ic  events. At Georgia, students 
paid $4.25 per quarter a th le t ic  fee fo r admission to a th le t ic  events 
and almost one-third o f the 58,600 seats in the stadium were blocked 
out fo r them. Faculty members paid h a lf  price ($3.00) per t ic k e t .  
Georgia Tech sets aside 8100 seats fo r students and 2000 for facu lty ,  
also a t $3.00 each in a 58,809 seat stadium. Football revenues
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carry the whole a th le t ic  program at each school, and o f f ic ia ls  are 
predicting escalation of t ic k e t  prices soon.
Dr. Fred Davison, President of the University of Georgia, 
predicted that th e ir  a th le t ic  program would show a d e f ic it  in 1970-71 
i f  one of the following measures were not taken: (1) increase
student a c t iv i ty  fees, (2) increase regular t ic k e t  prices, or (3) 
increase faculty  t ic k e t  prices.
Increased expenses are the major problem. In 1957-58, Georgia's 
operating expenses for a th letics  was $656,000. Projections have that 
increased to $2.8 m illion by 1976-77. Georgia's 1957-58 income was 
$704,000 with the prediction for 1976-77 being $1.9 m ill ion . Georgia 
Tech's expenses in 1961-62 were $1.2 m illion  and are expected to be 
$2.5 m illion  by 1971-72. The to ta l price of scholarships at Tech 
increased from $185,117 in 1961-62 to a budgeted $601,000 for 1969-70. 
Cohn and B a ll 's  projections indicate that even i f  the two schools 
were successful and continued to sell out fo r football games, they 
would lose money in the near future unless t ic k e t  prices were raised 
substantia lly . Bowl games and te lev is ion appearances could help with 
th e ir  bonus income. Both schools had derived a good b it  of money 
from these sources in recent years.
Georgia Tech uses three basic types of football contracts:
(1) Tech takes 15% o f f  the top for operation expenses and 
s p li ts  the remainder of the proceeds from t ic k e t  sales.
(2) Tech pays the v is i to r  a fixed fee (negotiable) and keeps 
the remainder o f the proceeds.
(3) The arrangement with Georgia is that the v is it in g  school
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receives 12,000 t ickets  to s e l l ,  plus $20,000. The home team keeps 
what is  l e f t .
Georgia has four basic types of contracts as follows:
(1) A fixed fee set up.
(2 ) A s p l i t  gate a f te r  10% from stadium expenses.
(3) A guarantee with the option o f s p l i t t in g  the gate.
(4 ) The Georgia Tech contract.
Dr. Paul Weber, chairman at tha t time of the Tech a th le t ic  
association's finance committee, summed up the fee ling  o f administra­
tors a t  both in s t itu t io n s  when he stated, " I f  we're going to stay in 
big-time football i t ' s  going to be an expensive process. . .hard 
times are down the road. We've got to f ind  some additional sources 
of revenue". Dr. Davison of Georgia indicated he f e l t  sports were 
important enough to supplement from the educational budget while 
his counterpart a t  Tech, Dr. Edwin Harrison, indicated he would agree 
to supplement "to a very lim ited degree".
NCAA Rules
A review of the NCAA rules which a ffe c t  finances for in te r ­
co lleg ia te  a th le t ics  are important to th is  investigation. There has 
been a substantial amount o f le g is la t io n  aimed at curbing costs fo r  
sports programs in NCAA member in s t i tu t io n s . In the NCAA Manual
(1969), res tr ic tio n s  seemed aimed a t  stopping i l le g a l  inducement of  
athletes rather than saving money fo r  the shcools. Rules concerning 
recru it in g  practices were amended in th is  issue. The NCAA Manual
(1970) made some c la r i f ic a t io n  and strengthening of restr ic tions  on 
campus v is i ts  by recru its  and th e ir  fam ilies . The number of football
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games allowable in one season was increased from 10 to 11. This was 
a s ign if icant move to increase revenues.
In the NCAA Manual (1971) the only leg is la tion  that applied to 
cost reductions was a c la r i f ic a t io n  of the restrictions on entertain­
ment of a recru it  on campus. Amendments which spelled out allowable 
entertainment expenses were included. The NCAA Manual (1972) stated 
that a th le t ic  s ta f f  members or other representatives of a school's 
a th le t ic  interests were prohibited from expending any funds on a 
recru it  o f f  of the representative’ s campus. Prior to this i t  was 
common practice to take recruits out to eat in th e ir  home towns.
The NCAA Manual (1973) indicated a th le t ic  scholarships were to be 
awarded fo r  one academic year as opposed to four. A major step for  
economy made at this 67th Annual Convention held in January, 1973 was 
the adoption of the following maximum Awards Table:
MAXIMUM INITIAL MAXIMUM ADDITIONAL AWARDS 
SPORTS AWARDS PER YEAR IN EFFECT THE SAME YEAR
Basebal1 6 13
Basketbal1 6 12












Water Polo 3 5
Wrestli ng 6 13
The NCAA Manual (1974) shows a revision of the maximum Awards 
Table was passed. This revision indicated a l l  l im its  as total number
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o f  scholarships in e ffe c t  a t one time fo r  a l l  sports except football 
and basketball. Football's  l im its  now l is te d  as 30 per year and 105 
overall fo r  Division I schools. Basketball could have s ix new 
scholarships per year and 18 overall in Division I .  Division I I  
l im its  were:
(1) Football: 30 in i t i a l  and 75 additional awards in e ffect
the same year.
(2) Basketball: 6 i n i t i a l  and 12 additional in e ffe c t  the 
same year.
In August, 1973, an a r t ic le  was adopted specifying membership 
division ( I ,  I I ,  I I I )  within the NCAA. The January, 1974 meeting 
further delineated the c r i te r ia  fo r  membership in each of these 
divis ions.
The NCAA Manual (1975) stated that contact with a re cru it  before 
the end o f his ju n io r  year was prohibited. More severe restric tions  
concerning contacts with recru its  were to be passed a t the next 
NCAA meeting.
The Deford (1975) report pertains to the special convention of  
the NCAA held in Chicago in August, 1975. D eford*fe lt  the provision 
fo r  a study of scholarship aid based on need was the most s ign if ican t  
step made a t the Conference, even though there were substantial 
reductions in the number o f scholarships allowed in each sport and 
a reduction in coaching s ta f f .  Also noted were proposals to l im i t  
scholarships even further and to divide te lev is ion  revenues among a l l  
schools. Deford pointed out more college presidents were getting  
involved in these NCAA meetings because of the financia l c r is is .
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In January, 1976, the NCAA Convention in St. Louis considered a 
proposal to replace fu l l  a th le t ic  scholarships with grants based 
partly  on need. The Keith (1976) a r t ic le  reported this leg is lation  
was not passed.
An indication of the gravity of the financial problems facing 
colleges and universities was the fac t that 75 college presidents 
attended this meeting, many to speak fo r  and vote fo r the "need" 
proposal. This included some men from major football schools. 
Following many impassioned speeches, the vote count was f in a l ly  120 
against and 112 fo r .
The NCAA Manual (1976) indicates most of the following le g is la ­
tion passed at the special convention in August, 1975 in Chicago.
A provision for travel uniforms fo r  student athletes was deleted. 
Some of the wording in the newly passed recru iting  restric tions was 
revised. Restrictions on the maximum number of scholarship awards 
were amended as follows:
(1) Division I foo tb a ll:  30 scholarships per year with 95
to ta l ;  Division I basketball: 6 maximum awards in a given year, 10
in any consecutive two year period, and a maximum of 15 tota l awards 
in e ffec t  at one time.
(2) Maximum for a l l  men's sports other than football and 
basketball was a tota l of 80, with baseball lim ited to 13, cross 
country/track 14, fencing 5, go lf 5, gymnastics 7, soccer 11, 
swimming 11, tennis 5, water polo 5, wrestling 11. Provision was 
made for awarding these scholarships to any number of recipients on 
the basis of to ta l value.
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Recruiting contacts were lim ited as follows:
(1) No more than 3 o f f  campus contacts with a re cru it .
(2) In-season contact with a recru it  was lim ited to a period 
from 6 a.m. Friday until 6 p.m. the following Saturday.
(3) Out-of-season contacts with recruits  were lim ited to the 
following periods: f a l l  sports December 1 through April 1, winter 
sports March 15 through June 15, spring sports May 15 through June 15.
A prospective student ath lete  was lim ited to six expense paid 
v is its  to member in s titu t io n s . Coaching sta ffs  were restric ted  to .  
one head coach, eight assistant coaches and two part-time assistants 
in foo tb a ll.  Basketball may have one head coach, two assistant 
coaches and one part-time assistant. Travel squads in each sport 
were lim ited: baseball 18, basketball 10, cross country 9, fencing
10, football 48, go lf 6, gymnastics 10, ice hockey 20, skiing 8, 
soccer 18, swimming 18, tennis 7, indoor track 22, outdoor track 
27, volleyball 10, water polo 12, wrestling 12. Home squads were 
l im ited .to :  baseball 23, basketball 13, cross country 11, fencing
13, football 60, go lf 8, gymnastics 13, ice hockey 25, skiing 10, 
soccer 23, wrestling 15, swimming 23, tennis 9, indoor track 28, 
outdoor track 34, volleyball 13, water polo 15. The number of per­
missible basketball games increased by one to 27. Scouting of  
opponents was prohibited except fo r  one scouting t r ip  per opponent in 
basketbal1.
The NCAA Manual (1977) shows only a couple of economy measures 
were included in new le g is la t io n . The f isca l date fo r  contacting a 
student athlete  shall not be la te r  than June 15 of his senior year.
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Extra compensation was disallowed to Division I I  and I I I  coaches 
based on winning records or bowl games.
The NCAA Manual (1978) reveals another rule aimed at reducing
travel expenses was passed. One scouting t r ip  per opponent was 
allowed in football as well as basketball.
The NCAA Manual (1979) c la r i f ie d  language concerning the three 
v is i t  rule by including the occasion of the National Letter of Intent 
signing as a v is i t .  Limits were placed on total number of paid 
v is its  an in s t itu t io n  may provide prospective student athletes during 
an academic year: football 95, basketball 18. Again the high cost
of travel expenses and entertainment was being attacked.
The NCAA Convention Program (1980) indicated 62 amendments were 
passed of the 105 offered at this convention. Two o f these amend­
ments were s ign if ican t economy moves in the area of recru iting . Any 
face to face contact with a re cru it  was interpreted as an o f f ic ia l  
contact. The number of coaches allowed to recru it  in football was 
reduced from 10 to 8. This was leg is la tion  aimed at cutting re c ru it ­
ing expenses and sp ec if ica lly  defining an o f f ic ia l  contact with a 
recru it  to prevent circumvention of the three contact ru le .
The Southeastern Conference Manual (1979) showed th a t, fo r the 
most part, the rules o f the Southeastern Conference were the same as 
those of the NCAA. Two areas where the SEC has a more severe 
res tr ic t io n  were game squad number lim itations in a l l  sports and in 
practice date lim itations in baseball and cross country. With 
respect to game squad sizes both home and tra v e l ,  the following 
lim itations were in e ffec t:  baseball, 21; basketball, 15; varsity
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fo o tb a l l ,  60; ju n io r  vars ity  fo o tb a l l ,  50; g o lf ,  6; swimming, 20; 
tennis, 7; cross country, 7; indoor track, 25; outdoor track, 28; 
w restling , 12. Baseball was lim ited  to 30 days o f f a l l  practice and 
cross country practice cannot s ta r t  p r io r to September 15.
Women's A th le tics
In the l i t e r a tu r e  on financing college a th le t ics  the concern was 
often expressed tha t adding women's teams was too great a burden in a 
time when many a th le t ic  programs were already struggling. An a r t ic le  
in Forbes (1979) quotes Reverend Edmund Joyce, Notre Dame's executive 
vice president, as s ta tin g , "College football may have disappeared 
completely in the next 20 years" (p; 44 ). Competition from profession­
al foo tball was one reason and T i t le  IX another. Father Joyce was 
sympathetic to the purpose of T i t l e  IX but predicts i f  special 
consideration is not given to revenue-producing sports, " i t 's  going 
to do away with big time college a th le t ics "  (p. 44),
Dunkle (1974) and Void (1976) established the d isparity  in  
spending fo r  men's and women's a th le t ic s .  Void made the point that  
the f in an c ia l c r is is ,  with tremendous pressure from adding women's 
sports, may serve to bring about a reduction in tRe "oversized" men's 
programs. Dunkle states the average annual budget fo r  a l l  college 
sports fo r  women in 1973 was $8,905. He points out that the reason 
fo r  close scrutiny of a th le t ic  budgets is  t ig h t  money, not a concern 
fo r  equal r ights fo r  women. The f in an cia l losses of men's in te r ­
c o lleg ia te  a th le t ic s  are substantial in spite  o f contributions and 
gate re c e ip ts --9  out o f 10 a th le t ic  departments are operating at a 
d e f ic i t .  The NCAA estimated the current d e f ic i t  at almost $50,000,000.
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Student a c t iv i ty  fees are helping many institu tions  keep the ir  
programs going. However, in some cases where these fees have been 
made voluntary, the a th le t ic  programs have not survived.
Hovius (1977) gathered information on the status of women's 
in te rco lleg ia te  a th le t ic  programs in the colleges and universities  
of the Gulf South Conference and the Southeastern Conference during 
the 1975-76 school year. Data from the SEC schools on a th le t ic  
budgets revealed increases for a l l  schools during the year in question 
ranging from $12,000 to $80,000. Seven of these schools had budgets 
fo r  women's a th le tics  of $50,000 or more with two over $125,000 
(p. 48). Women's a th le t ic  programs were most often funded by the 
budget allocation process of each of the smaller institu tions  
studied whereas the programs in the SEC were primarily funded by 
self-generated funds from the men's programs (p. 101).
Summary
I t  was evident from the review of l i te ra tu re  that financing of 
in terco lleg ia te  a th letics  is a major problem facing colleges and 
univers ities  in the United States. Furthermore, there was evidence 
that the majority of colleges and universities in this country were 
not generating enough revenue from ath letics  fo r  these programs to be 
self-supporting. Administrators a t many institu tions  seemed to be 
gravely concerned with these problems, and there was evidence of a 
movement to reduce costs through NCAA leg is la tion  and "in house" 
economy measures.
The l i te ra tu re  revealed concern over the addition of women's 
sports to the college a th le t ic  program and, conversely, expression
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from some quarters that this may have a positive e ffec t  on ath letics ,  
There is l i t t l e  doubt, though, that overall financial picture for  
in te rco lleg ia te  a th le tics  is discouraging. In summary, this review 
has indicated a c r i t ic a l  need for implementation of both increased 
revenue-producing measures and cost-cutting methods in most college 
a th le t ic  departments.
Statement of the Problem 
The problem was to identify  and examine trends in financing 
in te rco lleg ia te  a th le tics  in the Southeastern Conference. 
Sub-problems
1. To determine revenues and expenditures for ath letics
at each of the Southeastern Conference schools during the 
years 1969-70 through 1978-79.
2. To ascertain the opinions of the A thletic  Directors of the 
Southeastern Conference schools on questions concerning 
financing th e ir  a th le t ic  programs.
3. To predict revenues and expenditures for the years 1979-80 
through 1983-84 using regression analysis s ta t is t ic a l  
procedure.
Hypotheses
1. A th le tic  Directors of the Southeastern Conference w i l l  be 
concerned about the financia l future o f th e ir  programs.
2. Financial entries recorded w il l  substantiate this concern.
3* The addition of women's sports programs w il l  be a major
concern fo r  a th le t ic  administrators.
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4. The football program w il l  be shown to be the greatest 
revenue producer and the greatest spender.
5. The effects of in f la t io n  w i l l  be shown in substantial 
increases in expenditures fo r  items such as sa laries,  
t ra v e l ,  and equipment costs.
6. Projections w ill  indicate expenditures much higher than 
revenues fo r  most schools by 1984.
Operational Definitions
In order to communicate more precisely the ideas expressed in 
this study a c la r i f ic a t io n  of terminology is necessary. For this  
purpose the following defin itions are provided.
G ran t- in -a id --a scholarship or financial aid award which pays 
commonly accepted educational expenses fo r  a student athlete  
including tu i t io n ,  fees, room, board, and books. The award is made 
by the in s t i tu t io n  based on a th le t ic  a b i l i t y .  In football and 
basketball any award given is considered a " fu l l"  scholarship, 
whereas in other sports partia l grants may be given.
Guarantees--monies paid or received as reimbursement for p a r t ic i ­
pating in an a th le t ic  event. Usually the home team gives the v is it ing  
team a fixed fee or a portion of the gate receipts.
Donations—a g i f t  to the a th le t ic  department with no special 
privileges accorded the donor.
Contributions--money given to the a th le t ic  department with the 
understanding that advantages w i l l  be given to the contributor 
(usually t ic k e t  p r io r i t ie s  or special p r iv ileg es).
Student A ctiv ity  Fees—a charge to a l l  students at a university  
of which a l l  or a portion goes to support the a th le t ic  program. At 
many institu tions  admission to a th le t ic  events is covered by this  
fee or the price of admission reduced.
Conference Allocation—a share of income derived by the confer­
ence schools fo r extra events ( i . e . ,  te levision appearances, bowl 
games).
Concessions--p r o f i t  from sales other than t ic k e t  sales. The 
sale of food, programs, and souvenirs at a th le t ic  events are common . 
examples.
Equipment— those a rtic les  used in the sports a c t iv it ie s  them­
selves.
Supplies — in this study supplies refers to a rtic les  including 
o ff ice  machines used in the c le r ica l work of the a th le t ic  department 
o ff ic e s .
Travel—any travel by a th le t ic  department personnel or teams for  
reasons other than recru iting.
Recruiting— the act of so lic it in g  enrollment of a prospective 
student a th le te .
“Other1 income and expenditures— For each l is t in g  of revenues 
or expenditures there is a category described as other. Some of the 
revenues and expenditures that may be included in the "other" 
categories are:
a. Revenues by source— Rental of f a c i l i t i e s ,  radio network 
income, merchandise sales, basketball p layoff income, 
endowment income.
b. Revenues by sport--conference d is tr ib u t io n , student fees, 
donations, concessions, investment income.
c. Expenditures by source--wages fo r  non permanent employees, 
security -costs, promotions, medical b i l ls  and other train ing  
room expenses, communications costs, professional services 
such as photography.
d. Expenditures by sport--cost of operating the administrative  
offices o f  the a th le t ic  department including sa la ries ,  
f a c i l i t i e s  maintenance, debt services, cost o f new 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  and a l l  of the costs mentioned in c.
Basic Assumption
This research was conducted with the basic assumption that a l l  
information recorded in the questionnaire was accurate.
Limitations of the Study
1. This study was lim ited  to the schools o f the SEC:
University of Alabama, Auburn U niversity , University o f  F lorida,  
University o f Georgia, University of Kentucky, Louisiana State 
University, University o f  M iss iss ipp i, Mississippi State University, 
University of Tennessee, Vanderbilt.
2. The f inancia l records were obtained only from the years 
1968-69 through 1978-79.
3. Inconsistency o f record keeping procedures among the 
schools lim ited  the findings of th is  study. Categories by item and 
by sport were not always handled exactly the same a t  each school.
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Significance of the Study 
The NCAA special meeting on economy was convened in Chicago in 
August, 1975 for the purpose of passing leg is la tion  aimed at reducing 
expenditures fo r  a th le tics  in member in s t i tu t io n s . This meeting was 
a manifestation of the fear among college presidents, a th le t ic  
directors, and coaches that the existence o f co lleg iate  a th le t ic  
programs was threatened by serious economic problems. Seventy-three 
proposals were made in such categories as financial a id , recru iting ,  
personnel and squad lim ita t io n s , playing and practice seasons, and 
income d is tr ib u tio n . Approximately 100 amendments to these proposals 
were offered during the session.
Pleas for economy have echoed through subsequent NCAA meetings. 
However, a s ign if icant economy proposal was voted down by a narrow 
margin at the 1976 NCAA convention. This leg is la tion  would have 
established the policy o f  awarding scholarships based on the 
f inancial need of the student a th le te . Many college presidents 
attended this meeting and pushed for passage of this measure.. At 
every NCAA convention during the 1970's there were proposals aimed at 
reducing spending or increasing revenues for college a th le t ic  depart­
ments. Many o f the rules adopted during th is  period and l is te d  in 
the NCAA manuals are discussed in the review of l i te ra tu re .
Adding to the problem of financing in terco lleg ia te  a th letics  is 
the fact that many colleges and universities are struggling to keep 
the in s t i tu t io n  i t s e l f  on solid financial footing. A th le tic  director  
Dick Koenig o f Valparaiso (1973) pointed out, "There always has been 
a problem with financing a th le t ics . Now the problem is d if fe re n t .
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The entire  area of higher education is having financial problems. I t  
is d i f f i c u l t  to argue fo r  a th le tics  when the in s titu t io n  i t s e l f  is 
hurting f in a n c ia l ly ,  too" (p. 39).
A Wall Street Journal (1976) a r t ic le  referred to sports as "the 
f a t  man in the crowded educational lifeboat" (p. 1 ). Now university  
presidents are becoming involved with this issue. Dr. Harold L. 
Enasson, President of Ohio State University, speaking at the 1978 
convention of the National Association of Collegiate Directors of 
A thle tics , cautioned his colleagues (NACDA, 1978):
Another concern that we have is money. We are concerned 
not only with a balanced budget at our own institutions  
but we're concerned with taking a look at in tercolleg iate  
a th le t ic s . I  know from what I 'v e  read of developments 
around the country that there are universities committing 
themselves to over ambitious programs and worst of a l l  to 
debt service obligations which w i l l  not be completely paid 
o ff  until well into the 21st century (p. 34).
The president of Washington State University, Dr. Glenn T e r re l l ,  
expressed concern as well (NACDA, 1978). He said,
I do worry about money and I  think i f  we don't a l l  worry 
more about i t  we w i l l  price ourselves out of the business. 
Whenever presidents get together in the major or minor 
conferences, they pound away a t re s tr ic t in g  expenditures 
through stipends, recruiting costs, number of coaches, 
traveling costs and the size of the squad generally.
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I t ' s  not because we're trying to downgrade a th le t ics , but 
rather to insure the survival of competitive ath letics  
(p. 36).
A f i r s t  step in sound financial planning fo r the future of our 
college and university a th le t ic  programs is to determine the status 
of said programs. An accurate and comprehensive picture of current 
figures is enhanced by historical perspective--hence the need fo r  a 
tracking of the records of previous years.
I t  is obvious from principal economic indicators that in f la t io n -  
is a problem a th le t ic  administrators w i l l  have to continue to f ig h t .  
Consequently, colleges and universities that have a d i f f i c u l t  time 
making ends meet are going to be forced to make some adjustments in 
order to cope—either  by reducing expenses for goods and services 
or by increasing revenues from t ick e t sales, concessions, or 
donations.
The need for estimates of future revenues and expenditures is 
established by the desire of the schools involved to plan an attack 
on the problem of balancing the budget. I t  is often helpful to 
share ideas with others who have sim ilar problems. 'There is a need 
fo r a l l  of the NCAA member schools to work together to combat the 
threat posed by ris ing costs. Institutions are already using an 
assortment of ideas to help reduce expenditures, increase revenues 
or both. I t  is important to try  to determine what is e ffec tive  and 




This study was designed to determine the trends in financing 
in te rc o lle g ia te  a th le t ic  programs in the Southeastern Conference by
(1) analyzing revenues and expenditures during the period 1969-70 
through 1978-79, (2) analyzing the opinions o f  each o f  the a th le t ic  
directors o f  the 10 SEC schools concerning revenue and expense re la t io n ­
ships at th e ir  respective schools, (3) predicting revenues and 
expenditures fo r  each o f the fisca l years 1979-80 through 1983-84.
The investigation  was conducted using the survey method of research 
with a questionnaire mailed to each of the A th le tic  Directors.
Subjects
The u n ivers it ies  that are the subjects of this investigation  
comprise the Southeastern Conference. This is a co lleg ia te  a th le t ic  
conference which promotes competition in the following sports: Men's
fo o tb a l l ,  basketball, baseball, swimming, track (indoor, cross country, 
and outdoor), g o l f ,  and tennis. Women's teams from the SEC compete in 
basketball, v o l le y b a l l ,  g o lf ,  track , swimming, gymnastics, and tennis.
As members of the SEC these in s t i tu t io n s  share revenues from 
te lev is io n  appearances and bowl games (See Appendix D). In a move to 
derive additional revenues, the SEC revived the post season conference 
basketball tournament in 1979. For the 1979-80 basketball season the 
te lev is io n  contract value was t r ip le d  fo r  regional broadcasts and the 
national broadcasts are now worth twice the previous value. This new
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contract (SEC, 1979) even contains an escalation clause to increase the 
SEC share as commercial income increases.
Unlike many other conferences, there is no prescription for 
dividing revenues from a th le t ic  contests. Each school is allowed to 
negotiate i ts  own contracts. The schools in the SEC with large 
stadiums and greater attendance would prefer working on the basis of 
a guarantee to v is i t in g  teams with the home team keeping the 
remainder of the proceeds. The schools that do not antic ipate a 
larger crowd at a home game with a certain team would prefer to s p l i t  
the gate receipts. From those two basic stances the negotiations 
proceed.
The following is a b r ie f  description of the universities of the 
SEC including location, enrollment, and the in terco lleg ia te  sports 
offered during the 1978-79 school year. Table 1 indicates stadium 
capacities and average home attendance for 1979-80.
University of Alabama
The University of Alabama is located in Tuscaloosa, Alabama and 
has an enrollment of 17,500 students. A th le tic  competition at the 
in te rc o lle g ia te  level is sponsored in fo o tb a l l ,  basketball, baseball, 
outdoor track, indoor track, cross country track , swimming, go lf, 
and tennis fo r  men. For women the following sports are offered: 
basketball, v o lle yb a ll ,  tennis, swimming, g o lf ,  outdoor track, cross 
country, gymnastics with softball being added in 1980. The Alabama 
football team has won the SEC Championship 8 of the la s t  10 years.




Located in Auburn, Alabama with a student body o f  18,476,
Auburn University  sponsors in te rc o lle g ia te  competition in basketball, 
fo o tb a l l ,  baseball, cross country track , outdoor track , indoor track, 
w restling , swimming, g o lf ,  and tennis fo r  men. For women, basketball, 
v o l le y b a l l ,  tennis , swimming, g o lf ,  outdoor trac k , cross country, 
gymnastics, indoor track , and so ftb a ll  are offered.
University  of Florida
The University  of F lo rida , with an enrollment o f  31,000 
students, is in G ainesv ille , F lo rida . In te rc o lle g ia te  teams represent 
the University  in fo o tb a l l ,  basketball, baseball, tennis, swimming, 
track , indoor trac k , cross country, and go lf  fo r  men and women's 
sports are basketball, outdoor track , cross country, tennis, swimming, 
s o f tb a l l ,  g o lf ,  and gymnastics.
University  of Georgia
This un ivers ity  is  located in  Athens, Georgia and has an en ro ll­
ment o f  22,000. The University  o f Georgia sponsors teams in fo o tb a ll ,  
basketball, cross country trac k , indoor track , outdoor track , baseball, 
tennis g o lf ,  gymnastics, and wrestling which is being dropped a f te r  
1980. Women's a th le t ic  teams compete in basketball, v o lle y b a ll ,  
tennis, swimming, g o lf ,  outdoor trac k , indoor track , cross country, 
and gymnastics with women's so ftb a ll  being added in 1980.
U niversity  of Kentucky
Located in Lexington, Kentucky, th is  school has 23,500 students. 
Kentucky has in te rc o lle g ia te  teams in w restling , fo o tb a l l ,  basketball,
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baseball, tennis, g o lf ,  indoor track, cross country, outdoor track, 
tennis, and swimming. Women's sports include g o lf ,  tennis, 
gymnastics, cross country, outdoor track, volleyball and basketball. 
Kentucky has won or tied  fo r the conference basketball t i t l e  7 of 
the 10 years included in this study.
Louisiana State University
LSU is located in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The 1978-79 enro ll­
ment was 25,238. In terco lleg ia te  a th le t ic  teams are fie lded in 
fo o tb a ll ,  basketball, baseball, cross country track, indoor track, 
outdoor track, wrestling, swimming, tennis, gymnastics, and golf 
fo r men. Basketball, v o lle yb a ll,  track (indoor, outdoor, cross 
country), swimming, tennis, g o lf ,  gymnastics and softball are offered 
fo r  women.
University o f Mississippi
Oxford, Mississippi is the home of "Ole Miss". Enrollment is 
9,516. In terco lleg ia te  a th le t ic  teams fo r  men are in fo o tb a ll,  
basketball, baseball, indoor track, outdoor track, cross country 
track, go lf and tennis. Women's sports include basketball, volley­
b a l l ,  tennis and s o ftb a l l .  The Rebels play football in Hemingway 
Stadium on the campus and Memorial Stadium in Jackson, Mississippi. 
Mississippi State University
Mississippi State University is in S ta rk v i l le ,  Mississippi. The 
student.enrollment there is 12,300. The men's in terco lleg ia te  sports 
program includes fo o tb a ll ,  basketball, baseball, outdoor track, indoor 
track , cross country, tennis and go lf .  Women's sports are vo lleyball,  
tennis and basketball.
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University o f  Tennessee
Knoxville, Tennessee is the home of the University of Tennessee. 
Enrollment is 29,721. In terco lleg ia te  men's sports teams are sponsor­
ed in fo o tb a ll ,  basketball, cross country track, indoor track, 
outdoor track, baseball, swimming, tennis, go lf, and wrestling.
Women's teams include basketball, tennis, vo lleyb a ll,  outdoor track, 
cross country track, swimming and diving.
Vanderbilt University
Vanderbilt is in Nashville, Tennessee. Its  enrollment is 8,910. 
Men's sports in the Vanderbilt program are foo tb a ll,  basketball, 
baseball, tennis, g o lf ,  outdoor track, cross country track, swimming, 
and soccer. Women's sports are basketball, vo lleyb a ll,  outdoor 
track, cross country track, tennis, and swimming.
Southeastern Conference Championships are currently sponsored in 
fo o tb a ll ,  basketball, baseball, cross country track, indoor track, 
outdoor track, tennis, go lf, and swimming for men (wrestling for the 
la s t  time in 1980 because several schools have dropped the sport in 
recent years). Championship competition among the women's teams of 
the SEC are held in basketball, vo lleyb a ll,  g o lf ,  track, swimming, 
gymnastics and tennis.
Southeastern Conference football attendance increased steadily  
from 2,481,868 to ta l and an average of 47,728 per game in 1969 to 
3,464,112 and an average of 56,789 during the 1978 football season. 
Table I shows the football stadium and basketball arena capacities 
and average home attendance during the 1979-80 school year fo r  each of
the ten Southeastern Conference institu tions  {The Southeastern 
Conference). The capacities of several of the football stadiums 
have been increased in recent years.
T A B L E  1
SEC STADIUM AND ARENA CAPACITIES 
AND HOME ATTENDANCE RECORDS 1979-80
F oo tba ll 1979 Average Basketball 1979-80 Average 
Stadium Home F o o tb a ll Arena Home B asketball
School C apacities  Attendance 11 C apacities Attendance 12
Alabama 5 9 ,000 * 64,828 15,043 8,835
Auburn 61 ,261 *+ 55,380 13,000 6,853
F lo rid a 62,800 59,803 5,454 3,163
Georgia 58,850 59,402 10,400 7,740
Kentucky 58,000 57,779 23,000 23,514
LSU 76,050 72,569 14,327 • 12,453
M iss is s ip p i 35 ,000* 38,176 8,400 - 5,868
Miss S tate 35 ,000* 39,574 10,000 6,721
Tennessee 91,249 85,357 12,944 12,618
V a n d e rb iIt 34,000 29,609 15,626 15,202
*A lso p lay  home games a t  Legion F ie ld ,  Birmingham, 75,130 capacity .
+Stadium a d d itio n  w i l l  increase ca p a c ity  to  72,169 fo r  1980.
*A lso p lay home games a t Jackson Memorial Stadium, 46 ,000  inc reas in g  to  
61 ,000  fo r  1980.
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Televis ion receipts have been a major supplement to good football 
attendance in the SEC. Money derived from ABC telecasts of SEC 
foo tball games has increased from $1,242,721 in 1969 to $2,224,440 
during the 1978 season (The Southeastern Conference).
Procedures
A two-part questionnaire was employed to c o lle c t  data (see 
Appendix B). The f i r s t  section includes e ight questions or statements 
perta in ing to financing in te rc o lle g ia te  a th le t ic s .  The respondents' 
opinions were recorded by ranking or deciding among the choices 
offered . This part o f the instrument was designed by the researcher 
a f te r  a thorough review of the l i t e r a tu r e  and an exhaustive examination 
of the NCAA and Southeastern Conference Rules Manuals from 1969-70 
through 1979-80.
Part I I  o f the questionnaire was designed to record revenues and 
expenditures fo r  in te rc o lle g ia te  a th le t ic s  during each of the 10 
years during the period 1969-70 through 1978-79. Revenues in each 
year were recorded by sport and source. Expenses for each year were 
recorded by sport and item. Also, the number of partic ipan ts , the 
number o f equivalent f u l l  g ra n ts - in -a id , g ran t- in -a id  cost, and 
conference game t ic k e t  prices in footb a ll and basketball were recorded 
by year. This part o f the questionnaire was designed by the 
researcher and consists o f  a simple f i l l - in - th e -b la n k  form fo r  record­
ing the appropriate d o lla r  values.
To ass is t in evaluating the research instrument Mike Cleary, 
Executive D irector o f the National Association o f Collegiate Directors 
o f  A th le t ic s ,  was asked to recommend A th le tic  Directors currently
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employed in colleges or universities in the United States as "experts 
in the f ie ld ."  Dick Tamburo of Texas Tech University, Mike Lude of 
the University of Washington, and Dave Hart from the University of 
Missouri partic ipated in the validation of the instrument. These 
a th le t ic  directors reviewed and c r i t i c a l ly  analyzed the questionnaire. 
Their reactions and suggestions were used to re fine  the instrument. 
Members of the doctoral committee were also consulted for suggestions. 
Survey Procedure
Each a th le t ic  director was contacted by telephone to determine 
whether he would cooperate in furnishing the financia l information 
required in this study. The questionnaire was sent with a cover 
l e t t e r  (see Appendix A) and a stamped, self-addressed envelope to the 
a th le t ic  d irector of each o f the schools. The respondents were 
requested to return the questionnaire within 21 days of the date i t  
was mailed. Twenty-four days a f te r  the mailing a follow-up telephone 
c a ll  was made to those institu tions  which had not responded by the 
requested date.
Organization and Analysis o f  the Data
The responses of the a th le t ic  directors o f  the 10 universities  
of the SEC were analyzed to determine trends in financing in te rco l­
leg ia te  a th le tics  at these schools. The opinions of these administra­
tors on issues dealing with a th le t ic  revenues and expenditures were 
recorded in an eight-item questionnaire. An examination of these 
responses along with the monetary figures reported by item and by 
sport fo r  each school, the percentages of the yearly a th le tic  budget 
represented by each item or sport, and the yearly revenue and
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expenditure relationships were u t i l iz e d  in th is  analysis of a th le t ic  
financing in the SEC. Revenue and expenditure observations from 
1970-1979 were used to predict 1980-84 values using regression 
analysis . This technique was employed to forecast future revenues 
on a series o f observations that occurred over equally spaced time 
in te rv a ls .  The General Linear Models Procedure from SAS (Barr, 
Goodnight, S a i l ,  Helwig, 1976) was u t i l iz e d  in making the forecasts. 
Linear, quadratic, and cubic equations were tested to determine the 
most appropriate models fo r  predicting future revenues and expend-- 
itu res (Tables 5 and 6 ) .
Reporting of Data
Frequency d istr ibutions  are included fo r  responses to questions 
in Part I ,  the a th le t ic  directors opinion survey. Information obtain­
ed from Part I I  of the research instrument is  reported in the 
following categories:
(1) Total Revenues, (2) Predicted Revenues, (3) Revenues by 
Source, (4) Revenue Sources as a Percent of Total Revenues, (5) 
Revenues by Sport, (6) Revenues by Sport as a Percent of Total 
Revenues, (7) Total Expenditures, (8) Predicted Expenditures, (9) 
Expenditures by Item, (10) Expenditure Items as a Percent of To ta l,
(11) Expenditures by Sport, (12) Expenditures by Sport as a Percent 
of T o ta l ,  (13) Average Number of Partic ipants , Scholarships, Grants- 
in -a id  Cost, and Ticket Prices, (14) Revenue and Expenditure 
Relationships.
The A th le t ic  Directors were assured of c o n f id e n t ia l i ty .  Conse­
quently, schools were randomly assigned le t t e r  designations and l is te d  
as A through J in a l l  tables.
CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS
Collected data and an analysis are presented in this chapter in 
an attempt to determine revenue and expenditure trends among South­
eastern Conference universities during the period 1969-70 through 
1978-79. Also, projection of revenues and expenditures for the 5 
year period from 1979-80 through 1983-84 has been made.
Questionnaires were returned by a ll  10 of the Southeastern 
Conference schools. The A thletic  Director at each school was respon­
sible for completing Part I  of the questionnaire and the business 
manager Part I I .
The respondents included in this study were from the 10 
universities that comprise the Southeastern Conference. The a th le tic  
directors' opinions are revealed in tables using frequency d istr ibu­
tions (Appendix C) and are analyzed in this chapter. For the second 
part of the questionnaire tables have been included for each school 
that deta il yearly  revenues and expenses during the period investigat­
ed. Financial entries are made by item and by sport with percentages 
used to indicate what portion each item represented of the tota l 
yearly budget. Tables and graphs are presented that show revenue and 
expenditure relationships. Predictions are made for 1980-84 revenues 
and expenditures using regression analysis.
Part I :  The A th letic  D irector's  Questionnaire
Responses to each item of part one of the questionnaire are
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reported in frequency d is tr ib u tio n  tables with a b r ie f  analysis for  
each of the eight questions included in the survey.
Seven o f  the a th le t ic  directors f e l t  they could balance the 
a th le t ic  budget in future years (see Table A). Three o f the directors  
predicted expenditures greater than revenues and none f e l t  that  
revenues would be substantia lly  greater than expenditures.
In f la t io n  was most often blamed for being the major cause of 
increased costs fo r  a th le t ic s ,  followed closely by the addition of 
sports (Table B). Three o f the a th le t ic  directors wrote in women's 
sports in this category. Recruiting costs were consistently ranked 
as being r e la t iv e ly  less important as a cause of increased costs.
The trend toward raising money by promoting t ic k e t  p r io r i t ie s  
t ied  to donations was supported by the a th le t ic  directors as they 
voted this source as the one most l ik e ly  to increase future  revenues 
(Table C). Contributions was next, followed by increased t ic k e t  
prices and increased t ic k e t  sales. Very l i t t l e  support was given to 
government funds, investments, or increased student a c t iv i ty  fees as 
promising sources o f income.
Of the eight items pertaining to NCAA le g is la t io n  ( l is te d  in 
Table D) only two were deemed e f fec t iv e  as methods fo r  reducing costs 
by the m ajority  of SEC a th le t ic  d irectors . These were the lim itations  
on the to ta l number of grants -in -a id  awarded yearly  (endorsed by a l l  
of the d irectors) and lim ita tions  on entertainment of recruits  
(endorsed by 6 of the d irec to rs ). Half o f  the directors f e l t  that  
le g is la t io n  reducing the number of coaches and l im it in g  travel squads 
were e ffe c t iv e  cost saving measures. I t  is s ig n if ic an t to note that
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eight indicated that the NCAA's a th le t ic  dormitory res tr ic t io ns  were 
not e f fe c t iv e .
None of the a th le t ic  directors was in favor of abolishing 
a th le t ic  scholarships as a method of le g is la t in g  a better  financia l  
s itua tio n  (Table E ) . A majority of eight did favor scholarships fo r  
revenue producing sports only, while s ix  favored l im it in g  travel for  
a th le t ic  contests and fu rth er  res tr ic t io n s  on recru it ing  practices.
Scholarships on the basis o f need has been a much discussed 
topic a t  NCAA meetings. I t  should be noted tha t SEC directors were 
against th is  idea nine to one. Seven of the directors did not favor 
fu r th e r  reduction in coaching s ta ffs  nor were they in  favor of 
allowing 12 foo tb a ll games in a season.
The a th le t ic  directors were asked to id e n t ify  specific  plans to 
reduce spending a t  th e ir  respective un ivers it ies  (Table F). None of  
the men planned reductions in the number o f g ra n ts - in -a id . Seven of 
the a th le t ic  directors indicated they planned to reduce spending in 
non-revenue sports; however, only two stated they would drop one or 
more non-revenue sports. Seven of the a th le t ic  directors favored 
re s tr ic t in g  the scheduling of in tersectional a th le t ic  contests. Only 
one school planned a moratorium on new f a c i l i t i e s  and only one 
planned to reduce the number of s ta f f  members.
Seven of the respondents indicated they had no plans to r e s t r ic t  
spending fo r  re cru it in g  or the number of individuals on travel squads. 
Four o f the schools had plans to reduce spending fo r  a l l  sports.
The three sp ec if ic  plans to increase revenues most frequently  
marked were the s o l ic i t in g  more donations, increasing concession
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revenues and expanding the seating capacity of sport arenas {Table G). 
Nine of the directors marked each of these plans. Seven of the 
directors stated they planned to increase revenues with more contribu­
tions t ied  to t ic k e t  sales. Two other plans received seven endorse- 
ments--promotions to increase t ic k e t  sales and increasing t ic k e t  
prices.
Eight of the directors had no plans to increase revenues fo r  
media coverage and s ix  indicated they would not increase student 
a c t iv i ty  fees.
The 10 male a th le t ic  directors were asked about the financial 
future o f women's a th le tics  {Table H). Eight of the directors f e l t  
that women's sports would always be a losing proposition f in an c ia lly .  
The other two indicated that they believe women's ath letics  would be 
such a f inancia l burden that drastic measures fo r  the sports program 
as a whole would be required. None of the a th le t ic  directors f e l t  
that women's sports would make a p r o f i t  or even break even during the 
next f iv e  years.
Part I I :  The Business Manager's Questionnaire
Table 2 gives each school's a th le t ic  revenues for the years 1970 
through 1979. In 1970, revenues ranged from $888,500 to $3,099,765 
with an average of $1,991,136 among the SEC schools. In 1979 the 
lowest income recorded was $3,050,254, and the highest was $6,745,031 
with an average of $4,180,020. The smallest percentage increase in 
revenues among the conference schools over the 1970-79 period was 
68%, and the largest increase for that 10 year period was 253%.
TABLE 2
ATHLETIC REVENUES OF THE SEC INSTITUTIONS 
1970-79
SCHOOL 1970 1971 1972 1973 1970 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
A 2 ,0 3 2 , 6 1 3 2 , 2 9 0 , 1 9 0 2 , 6 9 3 , 7 1 7 2 , 5 8 1 , 6 1 9 2 , 7 9 5 , 0 2 8 2 ,912 ,671 3 , 1 1 7 , 5 5 0 3 , 3 8 3 , 1 8 8 3 , 0 0 9 , 6 1 5 0 ,070 ,651
B 2,1 16 ,8 96 2 , 7 0 5 , 0 5 5 2 , 8 6 6 , 1 2 2 3 ,0 0 8 , 3 7 9 3 , 1 1 3 , 1 9 3 3 ,96 0 ,6 4 5 0 , 2 1 7 , 6 0 9 3 ,6 0 8 , 3 2 0 0 , 0 9 5 , 0 3 9 5 ,2 7 0 , 9 3 8
C 2 , 9 6 7 , 0 9 3 3 ,3 9 7 , 2 5 0 3 ,0 2 6 ,7 01 3 , 3 9 7 , 2 8 6 3 ,2 6 7 , 9 9 8 3 ,8 5 8 ,2 31 3 , 7 1 9 , 0 6 0 0 , 7 0 7 , 9 3 8 5 ,4 8 1 , 1 6 9
1) 2 ,0 7 0 , 5 1 8 2 , 7 8 5 , 3 0 2 3 , 7 8 9 , 1 6 8 2 , 7 7 0 , 9 7 5 2 , 7 0 9 , 0 7 0 3 , 3 7 0 , 9 1 0 3 , 0 0 9 , 1 1 0 4 , 2 0 6 , 3 1 0 3 , 5 6 9 , 5 9 8 0 ,9 7 5 , 3 0 8
E 1,370,967 1 ,7 7 9 , 6 3 9 1 ,8 0 1 , 1 7 7 1 ,8 8 8 , 9 5 7 2 , 0 7 0 , 2 0 0 2 ,3 50 ,2 80 2 , 3 0 0 , 7 5 2 2 ,3 9 9 , 2 0 6 2 , 8 9 9 , 8 0 9 3 ,0 50 ,2 50
F 1,511 ,020 1 ,6 9 , 2 3 0 1 ,9 0 2 , 5 2 8 1 , 6 9 7 , 3 0 3 1 ,0 3 7 , 5 5 5 1 ,88 9 , 767 .1 ,088 ,375 2 , 5 7 3 , 8 1 7 3 ,5 5 9 , 5 5 0 3 ,7 2 0 ,0 26
G 2,106 ,506 2 , 3 9 3 , 1 8 9 2 , 3 9 0 , 0 2 9 2 , 5 1 6 , 3 2 8 3 , 0 8 7 , 9 3 3 0 ,2 12 , 7 7 9 .0 ,555 ,055 5 , 7 7 5 , 8 0 5 5 , 0 9 0 , 3 8 6 6 ,70 5 , 031
II 2 ,2 7 5 ,0 00 2 , 7 3 0 , 0 0 0 3 ,0001000 3 , 0 3 6 , 0 0 0 3 , 5 3 0 , 0 0 0 4 ,3 6 7 , 0 0 0 0 , 7 1 8 , 0 0 0 4 , 9 3 8 , 0 0 0 5 , 6 9 6 , 0 0 0 6 ,2 0 8 , 0 0 0
I 808,500 1 ,0 60 , 0 0 0 1 ,0 8 3 , 2 0 0 1 ,1 3 3 , 0 0 0 1 , 2 5 1 , 0 0 0 1 , 9 6 6 , 0 0 0 2 , 1 9 0 , 3 0 0 2 , 2 9 8 , 9 0 0 2 , 6 3 6 , 0 0 0 3 ,1 3 0 , 500
J 3 ,0 99 , 765 3 , 8 9 2 , 5 8 3 0 , 3 6 3 , 5 8 2 3 , 3 9 5 , 3 5 9 3 ,9 2 8 , 3 1 1 0 ,06 9 ,1 7 6 0 , 0 9 0 , 0 9 6 0 , 7 0 1 , 5 2 2 5 , 0 9 7 , 0 1 3 5 ,8 7 7 , 317
VO
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Most schools showed steady and consistent increases in to ta l a th le t ic  
income during the period of the study.
Table 3 i l lu s t r a te s  each school's to ta l a th le t ic  expenditures 
fo r  the period from 1970 through 1979. In 1970, a th le t ic  expenditures 
at SEC schools ranged from a low of $919,100 to a high of $3,198,646 
with an average of $1,917,959. In 1979, the smallest amount spent 
was $3,113,919 almost as large as the highest amount spent in 1970. 
Largest amount spent by an SEC school was $6,240,540. One school 
had a percentage increase of 242% during 1970-79 while the smallest : 
percentage increase in expenditures during th is  same period was 96%.
Table 4 is a l is t in g  of the annual balances fo r  each school 
derived by subtracting the expenditures from the revenues fo r  each 
year. I t  summarizes the p ro fits  and losses o f the subject schools. 
Figures 1-10 give another view of revenue and expenditure re lationships. 
Revenues and expenditures for each school fo r  the 10-year period of the 
study are p lotted on graphs.
School A showed a very consistent p r o f i t  during the period 1970 
through 1979. I t  is c lear in Figure 1 that there was a substantial 
difference in revenues and expenditures each year. ' I n  1970, school 
B has a negative balance, but in  subsequent years through 1979, a 
p r o f i t  was shown. Figure 2 indicates l i t t l e  difference in revenues 
and expenditures p a r t ic u la r ly  in the years 1973-79. The highest net 
was $313,893 in 1972. With the exception of 1977, school C showed a 
solid  p r o f i t  throughout the decade. A flu c tu ating  f inancia l picture  
is shown fo r  school D (see Figure 4) with a negative balance in 5 of  
the la s t  7 years. Five p ro fi ta b le  years and 5 years with a loss are
1
TABLE 3
ATHLETIC EXPENDITURES OF THE SEC INSTITUTIONS
1970-79
:iiool 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 • 197,7 1970 1979
A 1,739,043 1,750,606 2,123,902 2,160,412 2,423,030 2,512,701 2,076,835 3,116,122 2,959,462 3,470,961
i) 2,552,395 2,475,034 2,552,229 3,410,656 3,052,465 3,001,454 4,077,310 3,520,003 4,020,239 5,219,741
c 2,360,910 2,435,002 2,769,000 2,773,467 2,006,560 3,106,159 3,702,706 4,210,402 5,220,054
D 2,074,510 2,705,342 3,769,160 2,770,975 2,749,070 3,370,910 3,409,110 4,246,310 3,569,598 4,975,348
E 1,205,619 1,912,907 1,920,134 2,092,634 2,133,412 2,303,644 2,322,507 2,100,796 2,544,009 3,113,969
F 1,494,051 1,611,632 1,722,040 1,602,714 1,692,020 1,903,099 1,033,096 1,971,546 3,070,969 3,453,204
G 1,020,465 1,000,305 1,057,937 2,000,903 3,023,153 3,440,975 3,432,914 4,061,053 4,450,466 5,197,350
11 2,167,000 2,490,000 2,675,000 2,020,000 3,506,000 4,397,000 4,350,000 4,760,000 5,919,000 6,292,000
1 919,100 996,000 1,067,400 1,122,700 1,376,2,00 2,121,000 2,113,400 2,290,900 2,636,000 3,134,500
J 3,190,646 4,123,535 4,132,034 3,531,704 3,063,609 4,677,901 4,409,000 4,603,794 5,407,039 6,240,540
TABLE A
ATHLETIC REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE BALANCES FOR SEC INSTITUTIONS
1 9 7 0 - 7 9
. SCIfQOL/YEAR J970 1971 . 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
SCHOOL A 692.770 5 3 1 ,5BQ 569,735 513,207 371,990 399,970 240 ,719 267 ,066 490,153 595,690
s c in o i b -43 5 ,4 3 9 269,621 313,893 29,733 60 ,728 69,191 140,299 80,321 67 ,200 55,197
s c id o l  c 590,575 961,452 657,621 623,819 461,430 752,027 -6 3 ,3 2 2 537,456 253,115
SCHOOL 0 142,899 561,888 1 ,378 ,721 -3 3 0 ,1 1 3 -5 8 4 ,6 0 3 52,437 -6 2 1 ,8 6 4 -4 3 2 ,6 7 5 -2 6 9 ,2 9 0 265 ,938
SCHOOL E B9.348 -1 3 3 ,2 6 0 -12 6 ,9 5 7 -203 ,677 -6 3 ,2 0 8 46;640 22 ,165 210,410 355,040 -6 3 ,7 1 5
SCHOOL F 17,369 4 7 ,59 0 100,408 94,589 -25 4 ,4 7 3 -9 3 ,3 3 2 -34 5 ,5 2 1 602,271 480,505 270,742
SCHOOL G 326,001 504,804 532,492 507,345 464,700 763,804 1 ,122 ,541 1 ,7 14 ,7 5 2 1 ,0 43 ,9 2 0 1 ,5 4 7 ,6 7 3
SCHOOL II 108,000 240,000 365,000 216,000 -5 6 ,0 0 0 -3 0 ,0 0 0 368,000 170,000 -2 2 3 ,0 0 0 308,000
SCHOOL 1 -3 0 ,6 0 0 63,200 15,800 10,300 -12 5 ,2 0 0 -1 5 5 ,0 0 0 76,900 0 0 0
SCHOOL J -9B .081 -23 0 ,9 5 2 231,540 -1 3 6 ,4 2 5 64,702 -20 8 ,0 0 5 81,016 17,720 -3 9 0 ,0 2 6 -3 6 3 ,2 2 3
U1ho
shown for school E. From a positive point of view, 4 of the last 5 
years positive balances have been recorded. Three d e f ic i t  years were 
reported among the 10 years of the study for school F. Figure 6 
reveals the middle years of the decade (1974-76) as the years with 
losses. However, the largest p ro f i t  margins fo r the decade were 
reported during the la s t  3 years. School G reported a steadily rising  
p ro f i t  margin during the decade reaching a high of over $1,500,000 
in 1979. Seven positive balance sheets were reported by school H. 
Figure 8 shows expenditures were held at the same level fo r  1978 and 
1979 and greater revenues for 1979 yielded a $308,000 p r o f i t .  A 
balanced budget in each of the las t  3 years is notable in school I ' s  
records. Prior to that there were 4 profitab le  years and 3 negative 
balances during the period investigated. In 6 of the 10 years, 
school J spent more money than i t  took in . This includes negative 
results in the la s t  2 years, 1978 and 1979. Figure 10 reveals the 
inconsistent p ro f i t  and loss pattern fo r  this school.
Regression analysis was used to project tota l revenues and 
expenditures fo r  f isca l years 1980 through 1984. Projected revenues 
fo r  1980 (see Table 5) ranged from $3,114,484 to $7,862,146 while 
1984 projections ranged from a low of $3,782,525 to $12,766,354. 
Expense projections revealed in Table 6 show a low figure of 
$2,950,713 for 1980 and a high figure of $6,952,831 that year. In 
1984 the predicted range is from $3,509,303 to $11,956,900. Of the 
40 balances derived when comparing these two sets of projections, 19 
of them are negative.
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SCHOOL/YEAR 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
Equation R
A 4,255,699 4,613,276 5,001,946 5,421,711 5,872,569 Quadratic 0.96
B 5,035,981 5,307,123 5,578,264 5,849,406 6,120,548 Linear 0.83
C 6,002,038 6,877,823 7,912,441 9,119,128 10,511,117 Cubic 0.91
D 5,008,356 5,463,985 5,959,234 6,494,103 7,068,592 Quadratic 0.65
E 3,114,484 3,281,494 3,448,504 3,615,515 3,782,525 Linear 0.95
F 4,48B,187 5,392,903 6,461,698 7,708,246 9,146,220 Cubic 0.84
G 7,862,-146 8,946,730 10,125,626 11,398,834 12,766,354 Quadratic 0.96
H 6,438,200 6,871,727 6,305,254 7,738,782 8,172,309 Linear 0.97
1 3,626,641 4,145,884 4,710,278 5,319,825 5,974,523 Quadratic 0.97




SCHOOL/YEAR 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 Equation R2
A 3,556,919 3,746,214 3,935,509 4,124,804 ' 4 ,314,099 Linear 0.96
8 5,368,245 5,895,046 6,467,656 7.086,075 7,750,303 Quadratic 0.81
C 5,973,053 7,049,283 8,320,697 9,802,563 11,514,145 Cubic 0.97
D 4,588,008 4,808,731 5,029,453 - 5,250,176 5,470,898 Linear 0.63
E 2,950,713 '3,090,360 3,230,008 3,369,656 3,509,303 Linear 0.81
F 3,935,782 4,665,882 5,528,393 6,534,350 7,694.787 Cubi 0.89
G 5.988,056 6,787,923 7,657,344 8,596,318 9,604,846 Quadratic 0.96
H 6,353,933 6,798,939 8,243,945 7,688,951 8,133,975 Linear 0.96
I 3,632,040 4,148,757 4,710,405 5,316,986 5,968,498 Quadratic 0,96
J 6,952,831 7,924,756 9,072,950 10,412,102 11,956,900 Cubic 0.86
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Over a year elapsed from the time I requested the information 
examined in this study until i t  was a l l  received. Consequently,
1979-80 financial records had been recorded a t each school. A le t te r  
was sent to each a th le t ic  director asking fo r his school's total 
revenues and expenditures for 1979-80. Eight responses were 
collected. Table 7 gives a comparison of actual and predicted 1930 
revenues and expenditures. For 5 of the 8 schools actual revenues 
were higher than predicted. In the case of expenditure predictions 
6 of the 8 schools showed higher actual expenditures. I t  should be ~ 
noted also that 6 of the 8 schools reporting had positive balances 
while two of the schools spent more than they made.
TABLE 7
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PREDICTED 1980 REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
PREDICTED PREDICTED
SCHOOL REVENUES REVENUES EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES
A 7,485,187 4,255,698 5,558,163 3,556,919
B 4,461,351 5,035,980 3,829,278 5,368,245
C 7,551,938 6,002,037 6,660,250' 5,973,053
D 4,860,000 5,008,356 4,230,000 4,588,008
E 4,093,436 3,114,484 4,262,850 2,950,713
G 8,500,000 7,862,145 6,150,000 5,988,056
H 6,075,000 6,438,200 6,814,000 6,353,933
J 7,577,179 6,099,535 7,331,163 6,952,831
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Revenues by Source
Seven of the schools {A, C. F, G. H, I ,  and J) reported a th le t ic  
revenues by source. The following categories were included: t icke t
sales, guarantees, donations with t icke ts , contributions, conference 
allocations, student fees with admission, student fees without 
admission, government a id , investments, concessions, institu tiona l  
a id , and other. The single highest source of income for each school 
in every year during the period investigated was t ic k e t  sales. A 
steady increase in income for most revenue categories from 1970 to 
1979 was reported. Tables I  through 0 in Appendix C give revenue 
amounts by source and percentage for each school during the years 
included in the study.
Revenue Percentages by Source
Seven of the schools (A, C, F, G. H, I ,  AND J) reported a th le t ic  
revenue percentages by source (Tables P-V). Donations and "other" 
revenues consistently accounted for increased percentages over the 
period of the study. Conference allocation and student fees were 
revenue categories that yielded reduced portions of the total a th le t ic  
income. Some schools showed consistency in the proportion accounted 
fo r  by each source. For example, the largest change found in any one 
revenue category fo r  school A when comparing 1970 income and 1979 income 
was a 2.3% decrease in student fees, which was 9.5% in 1970 and 7.2% in 
1979.
Revenues by Sport
Schools A, B, C, D, F, G, H, I ,  and J reported revenues by sport 
categories. The sport categories were divided into fo o tb a ll ,
basketball, other men's sports, women's sports and revenue not related  
to a specific sport. Revenues reported in this manner revealed steady 
increases in income during the period of the study in most categories. 
Tables W through EE in Appendix C give do llar amounts for revenues by 
sports. Football was by fa r  the strongest revenue producer fo r each 
school. In 1979, football revenues ranged from $2,373,000 to $4,096,234. 
Revenue not related to a specific sport was the second greatest source 
of income during the decade from 1970-1979. Basketball was the next 
strongest contributor to a th le t ic  income. Five of the nine schools 
recording revenues by sport revealed no income from women's ath letics  
while three schools had entries in. the last 3 years included in the 
study and one school had an entry only in 1979. The largest amount 
of revenue from this sports category in any year was $12,656. Two 
schools indicated no revenue from other men's sports. Among the 
other seven schools two had income of no more than $20,000 in any 
year from other men's sports, three had under $35,000 each year, and 
two showed revenues over $100,000— one school on several occasions 
and the other school in only one year.
Revenue Percentages by Sport
Tables FF through NN show sports revenues as a percentage of 
the to ta l yearly  a th le t ic  budget fo r  the years 1970-1979. Football 
accounts fo r over 50% of the a th le t ic  revenues for each school in 
each year of this investigation with the exception of the period from 
1970-1972 for school G. In 1970 football earned 91.4% of the 
a th le t ic  d o lla r  at school F. However, football income represented a
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smaller percentage of the a th le t ic  budget fo r six of eight schools 
in 1979 as compared to 1970.
Expenditures by Item
Schools A, C, F, G, H, I ,  and J reported expenditures by item. 
The categories included grants-in -a id , guarantees paid, salaries and 
wages, equipment and supplies, t ra v e l ,  recru it ing , o ff ic e  expenses, 
maintenance, debt service, and other. Tables 00 through UU show 
expenses by item fo r  these categories. There was quite a difference  
by school in the amount spent for these items. Grants-in-aid costs, 
salaries and wages, and other expenses were the most consistent 
major expense categories fo r a l l  schools. Expenditures in most 
categories showed steady increases from 1970 to 1979. Salaries and 
wages exhibited very high increases among a l l  schools during this  
period.
In 1970, other expenses was the leading expense c lass ification  
with salaries and grants-in-a id  costs following. By 1979, salaries  
was easily  the greatest expense category with other expenses second 
and grant costs th ird . By this time tra v e l,  equipment and main­
tenance also represented major expenditures for SEC schools. 
Expenditure Percentages by Item
Expenditure percentages by item were computed for each school in 
each year reported (Tables VV-BBB). Salaries and wages, other 
expenses and grants-in-a id  were the categories which accounted for  
the greatest portion of a th le t ic  spending during the period of this  
investigation. A greater percentage of the a th le t ic  do llar  was spent 
fo r salaries and wages in 1979 compared to 1970, Travel costs was
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another category which showed a substantial increase in the percentage 
of spending during the period included in this study. Grants-in-aid  
costs and other expenses were categories which accounted fo r  a smaller 
portion of a th le t ic  expenditures in 1979 compared to 1970.
Expenditures by Sport
A breakdown of expenses by sport categories is reported in 
Tables CCC through KKK in Appendix C. Figures are l is ted  by sport 
for schools A, B, C, D, F, G, H, I ,  and J. A close examination of the 
figures reveals that more money was spent for football than a l l  the- 
other sports combined at each SEC school in each year included in this  
investigation. I t  is also noteworthy that even in 1979 more money was 
spent fo r other men's sports than women's sports at a l l  nine of the 
conference schools which reported expenditures by sport. Expenditures 
not assigned to a specific sport was a major expense category. In 
fa c t ,  in 1979 this category ranked higher than football at f ive  of the 
nine schools reporting.
Expenditure Percentages by 5port
Of the schools recording expenditures by sport, most of them 
showed a reduced portion of the a th le t ic  do llar spent for football in 
1979 as compared with th e ir  e a r l ie s t  entry of the decade included in 
this investigation (see Tables LLL-TTT). Spending for other men's 
sports was up s lig h t ly  a t the majority o f  the SEC in stitu tion s .
A noteworthy comparison is revenue percentages by sport and 
expenditure percentages by sport fo r  1979. Football revenue 
percentages ranged from 50.6% to 82.3% with six of nine schools 
reporting 60% or more. Football expenditures in that same year ranged
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from 18.4% to 58%. At one SEC school basketball accounted for 29.1% 
of 1979 revenues and spent 23.4% of the a th le t ic  do llar. However, 
among the remainder of the schools' revenues, basketball accounted 
fo r  from 4.5% to 11% while expenditures ranged from 4.5% to 11.2%.
The greatest portion of a th le t ic  revenues contributed by other 
men's sports at a SEC school in 1979 was 3.3%. In that year 13% of 
the budget was spent on this sports category at one school. At the 
same time 5% was the greatest figure recorded fo r  spending on women's 
sports.
Partic ipants, Grant Costs, Ticket Prices
Six of the schools reported number of participants, equivalent 
fu l l  g rants-in -a id , grant cost, football and basketball t icke t prices 
(see Table UUU). The average number of participants in ath letics  in 
the SEC in 1970 was 228 while in 1979 the number was 335. The number 
of equivalent grants-in-a id  remained about the same in 1979 as in 
1970. The average grant cost increased from $1993 per year in 1970 
to $3,183 in 1979. Football t ic k e t  prices increased from $7 to $10 




The purposes of this study were to examine past trends and 
determine future ones in financing in terco lleg ia te  a th le tics  in the 
Southeastern Conference by (1) recording a th le t ic  revenues and 
expenditures at each of the 10 SEC universities during the period 
1969-70 through 1978-79, (2) ascertaining the opinions of the SEC 
A th le tic  Directors concerning a th le t ic  revenue and expenditure re la ­
tionships at th e ir  respective universities and (3) predicting 1979-80 
through 1983-84 revenues and expenditures using regression analysis. 
The responses to the questionnaire indicated concern among the 
a th le t ic  directors of the SEC universities about the financial 
future of college a th letics  at th e ir  respective univers ities , a l ­
though none f e l t  they would face expenditures substantially higher 
than revenues. The average cost of administering an SEC a th le tic  
program in 1979 was more than double the 1970 figure . In f la t io n  
and the addition of sports to the a th le t ic  program were cited as 
major causes o f  increased costs. The effects o f in f la t io n  were 
evident in the expense category o f salaries and wages which became 
the greatest expense item during the period of the investigation.
The a th le t ic  d irectors, who were a l l  male, unanimously viewed 
women's a th letics  as a hopeless cause from a financial perspective. 
The addition of these sports fo r women during the past decade made 
administering a th le t ic  programs even more d i f f i c u l t  because they
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were already burdened by several non-revenue producing men's sports. 
So a t a time when the rate  of in f la t io n  was very high, the cost of 
more sports programs was added.
A review of the relationship between a th le t ic  revenues and 
expenditures among SEC un ivers ities  during 1970-1979 revealed a 
substantial number o f negative balances. Only two o f the schools 
showed a positive balance fo r  every year included in the investiga­
t io n . Average expenditures fo r  a th le t ics  in the SEC in 1979 was 
$4,594,175 compared with average revenues of $4,180,020. This was 
the f i r s t  and only year during the period of this investigation that  
average expenditures were greater than average revenues.
The acknowledged key product in the SEC a th le t ic  financial 
picture is  fo o tb a l l .  The a th le t ic  directors have indicated they 
intend to maintain strong, competitive football programs and re ly  on 
th is  product to increase income. During the decade covered in th is  
investigation , football produced the greatest amount o f revenue fo r  
each of the schools. Football t ic k e t  sales were the leading source 
of income and much of the donation income was t ied  to football 
t ic k e t  p r io r i t ie s .  I t  is noteworthy that although the percentage of 
income from football has remained about the same, the portion of the 
a th le t ic  d o lla r  spent fo r  football was smaller in 1979 when compared 
to 1970. The addition o f sports programs has l e f t  a smaller part of 
the budget fo r  fo o tb a ll .
The second strongest revenue source among the schools of the 
SEC was men's basketball. Attendance figures place basketball second 
in in te re s t and support among fans and students. However, only two
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of the eight schools responding with comprehensive reports showed a 
consistent, p r o f i t  in th is  sport. Increased popularity of basketball 
in the SEC and evidence that some basketball programs have shown profits  
indicate that men's basketball has a chance to be self-supporting. 
Football and basketball have shown they can compete fo r  the en terta in ­
ment d o lla r ,  but the other men's sports and women's sports have not.
A major concern confronting the a th le t ic  administrators is having so 
many products that do not produce income.
Revenues and expenditures increased stead ily  during the decade- 
included in this investigation. Increased revenues were derived from 
increases in t ic k e t  prices, greater attendance a t  football and 
basketball games, substantial increases in donations, and more te le ­
vision money. The pattern of t ic k e t  price increases supports the 
contention that college a th le t ic  administrators have been concerned 
with maintaining a th le t ic  event t ic k e t  prices that are competitive 
with other forms of entertainment. More tickets  are being sold, 
however, there is concern about t ic k e t  revenues because of stadium 
size l im ita t io n s . With the cost o f new construction and high in teres t  
rates, th is  is a leg itim ate  concern. The cost o f new seats seems to 
be escalating fas te r  than a th le t ic  administrators are w i l l in g  fo r  
t ic k e t  prices to increase. Selling football and basketball to a 
larger te lev is io n  audience is an a lte rn a tiv e  that could produce more 
income. Donations were sought to bolster income a t  each of the SEC , ~ 
un ivers it ies . Revenues have been derived from pure contributions  
and donations linked to t ic k e t  p r io r i t ie s .  This, along with various 
other fund ra is ing methods, is becoming a major thrust because
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administrators see upper bounds fo r  attendance and competitive t icke t  
prices while there is no apparent l im i t  fo r in f la t io n .  During the 
period 1970-1979, salaries and wages became the greatest expenditure 
category. Also, a steady increase in the cost o f grants-in-a id  was 
recorded. A greater percentage of the a th le t ic  d o lla r  was spent fo r  
salaries and wages, t ra v e l ,  and expenses not related to a specific  
sport in 1979 as compared to 1970. These findings are evidence both 
of in f la t io n 's  e ffe c t  on a th le t ic  expenses and the greater number of 
partic ipants within the a th le t ic  programs in 1979. More sports means 
more players and, o f equal importance f in a n c ia l ly ,  more coaches and 
other a th le t ic  department support personnel.
The e f fe c t  of more participants has been tempered somewhat by 
the NCAA regulation on the number o f grants-in -a id  allowable. While 
the average number o f participants was greater in 1979 the number 
of equivalent grants -in -a id  was nearly the same in 1979 as in 1970.
The a th le t ic  directors of the SEC deemed this ru le  e ffec tive  in reduc­
ing expenditures, lim ita tions  on the entertainment of recru its  was 
the only other ru le c ited as an e ffec t ive  measure to reduce spending 
among the many NCAA regulations aimed at saving money. The findings 
of this study indicate the SEC a th le t ic  directors would l ik e  to see 
the NCAA pass le g is la t io n  pertaining to: (1) granting scholarships
only in revenue producing sports programs, (2) l im it in g  t ra v e l ,  and 
(3) fu rther  re s tr ic t in g  recru iting  practices. Again, this re flec ts  
support fo r  foo tball and basketball, the revenue producers. The 
a th le t ic  directors are w il l in g  to make reductions in the other men's 
and women's sports. In response to a question concerning specific
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plans to reduce spending fo r a th le tics  a t th e ir  respective schools, 
the majority of directors cited plans to re s tr ic t  spending in non­
revenue sports. Other specific plans included scheduling fewer in te r ­
sectional a th le t ic  events and res tr ic t in g  travel to a th le t ic  events by 
non-players. The a th le t ic  directors of the SEC are committed to 
maintaining strong football and basketball programs. I t  is  evident 
that any cutbacks w il l  be made in the other sports programs at these 
univers ities .
The basic plan indicated by the directors fo r coping with the . 
financial problems of administering an SEC a th le t ic  program has been 
oriented more toward increasing revenues than reducing spending. The 
a th le t ic  directors favored six specific plans to increase income 
compared to three plans to reduce expenditures. These plans were:
(1) increase seating capacity of arenas, (2) s o l ic i t  more donations, 
(3) increase concession revenues, (4) increase t ic ke t prices, (5) 
increase contributions fo r  more t ic k e t  p riv ileges, and (6) promotions 
to increase t ic k e t  sales. I t  appears the administrators would prefer 
to work harder a t increasing income rather than in i t ia te  severe 
cost-cutting measures or eliminate some sports from the program.
Above a l l ,  they do not want to d ilu te  the m arketability of th e ir  best 
products—football and basketball. A legitimate concern is the 
relationship of the won-loss record and the financial support a team 
receives. Attendance is related to the teanv-'s record and, also, 
donation income and concession sales are affected. A poor won-loss 
record can mean a disastrous year f in a n c ia lly .
The s ta t is t ic a l  projections included in this study indicate
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continued increases in revenues and expenditures. In fa c t,  actual 
revenues and expenditures for the school year 1979-80 were greater 
than predicted in most cases. There is evidence fo r d e f ic i t  balances 
in future years and economic predictions give l i t t l e  hope for r e l ie f  
from in f la t io n . Legislation from the NCAA has not solved the economic 
problems of the SEC schools. There is evidence that expenditures are 
continuing to climb while revenues may plateau. A th letic  administra­
tors should develop a plan fo r  controlling ris ing costs as well as 
promoting greater revenues. I t  is apparent that expenditures should 
be reduced to complement the e ffo rts  being made to generate more 
funds. Non-revenue sports should be part of the a th le t ic  program only 
where there is  s ig n if ic a n t partic ipation and in terest among the student 
body. Grants-in-aid should be awarded in revenue producing sports 
only. General budget cuts should be made appropriate to the school's 
current financial position, and financial policies that w i l l  result  
in long range reductions in expenditures should be enforced. Efforts  
should be made to maximize income from donations, gate receipts, 
media coverage, concessions, merchandising, and in terest income.
Sound, competitive business policies need to be implemented and w il l  
be the foundation of outstanding a th le t ic  programs.
The following are conclusions from the results o f this  
investigation: (1) a substantial number of financial d e fic its  were
recorded for SEC a th le t ic  programs during the period 1970-1979. 
In f la t io n  and the addition of sports were considered the major causes 
of increased costs; (2) the dominant revenue source during the period 
of this investigation was football t icke t sales. Donations and
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contributions became major sources during the course o f this decade;
(3) by the end of the period 1970-1979 salaries and wages had become 
the greatest expenditure among SEC schools with other expenses, grant 
costs, t ra v e l ,  equipment, and maintenance rating as major expense 
categories; (4) specific  plans to increase revenue outnumber plans 
to reduce spending; (5) the majority of the a th le t ic  directors favored 
abolishing scholarships in non-revenue sports; and (6) the a th le t ic  
directors of the SEC are committed to maintaining the revenue produc­
ing sports at th e ir  current competitive positions. Reductions are 
planned in the non-revenue sports categories.
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Thanks so much fo r  consenting to help me with my study of 
financing in te rc o lle g ia te  a th le t ic s  in the Southeastern Conference.
I hope th is  w i l l  provide information that w i l l  benefit a l l  of us.
As soon as I have completed the development of the questionnaire 
and received approval from my dissertation committee, I w i l l  send 
the survey instrument to you fo r  completion. I  appreciate your time 
and in te re s t  in th is  project.
Sincerely,
Sam Nader
LETTER TO DIRECTORS EVALUATING QUESTIONNAIRE
March 4, 1980
D e a r________________ ,
Thanks so much for consenting to help me with my doctoral dissertation. 
The va lidation  of the research instrument is a very important pre lim i­
nary step in my research.
Enclosed is  the instrument th a t  I plan to use in obtaining information 
on "Trends in Financing In te rco lle g ia te  Athletics in the Southeastern 
Conference." This is  a two-part questionnaire. Part I  is to record 
the revenues and expenditures for in te rco lleg ia te  sports a t each school 
during the period 1969/70 through 1978/79, and to determine number of 
p artic ip an ts , cost o f g rants -in -a id  and other related information.
Please review th is  part of the questionnaire and comment on its  v a lid ity  
( i . e . ,  w i l l  i t  get the appropriate' responses in order to determine 
trends fo r  income and expenses for athletes during the prescribed 
period?) Part I I  includes/eight questions designed to e l i c i t  the Athle­
t ic  D irectors' opinions on factors related to financing in terco lleg ia te  
a th le t ic s  a t his in s t i tu t io n .  Please complete this part of the survey 
and then make any suggestions you feel w i l l  make i t  a more valid instru­
ment. I t  w i l l  help me very'much to get your response by March 24th.
I'm re a l ly  grateful to you fo r  taking the time to help. Please call 





REQUEST FOR 1980 FIGURES
September 29, 1981
Dear ____________,
I w i l l  complete the study of financing  
in te rc o l le g ia te  a th le t ic s  in the Southeastern 
Conference th is  f a l l .  You w i l l  receive a report 
of the re s u lts ,  hopefu lly , by the end of the 
year.
Thanks again fo r  your help. I f  i t  i s n ' t  
too much trouble i t  would help me to know 
the to ta l revenues and expenditures fo r  your 
school fo r  1980 so tha t I  can compare these 












I have communicated with you during the past year concerning my study 
of financing in te rco lle g ia te  a th le t ics  in the Southeastern Conference. 
This past week my dissertation committee approved the f i r s t  three 
chapters of the study and now I am able to actua lly  conduct the research.
Enclosed is a two part questionnaire. Please complete the f i r s t  part 
giving your opinions concerning trends in financing college a th le t ic s .  
This should take about ten minutes of your time. Part I I  should be 
f i l l e d  in by the a th le t ic  business manager. This is an accounting 
of revenues and expenditures for a th le t ics  a t your school during the 
past ten years.
I re a l iz e  I am asking you and your business manager to take valuable 
time to complete th is  questionnaire but I  re a l ly  believe that the 
information derived from th is  study w i l l  be beneficial to a l l  of us.
I plan to furnish you with a copy o f the results of th is  study. Also, 
I ' l l  remind you th a t  schools w i l l  not be id en tif ied  where financial 
entr ies  are made.
Please return the questionnaire in the stamped, self-addressed envelope 
by July 20, 1980. Don’ t  hesitate to ca ll me co llect i f  you have any 





QUESTIONNAIRE FOR D E T A I N I N G  
REVENUE AND EXPENSE TRENDS IN  
INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS AMONG SEC SCHOOLS
PART I
FOR THE ATHLETIC DIRECTOR
INSTRUCTIONS
P a r t  I  i s  a q u e s t io n n a i r e  to  a s c e r t a i n  th e  A t h l e t i c  D i r e c t o r s '  o p in io n s  
o f  t r e n d s  i n  f i n a n c i n g  i n t e r c o l l e g i a t e  a t h l e t i c s .  Answers s h ou ld  r e f l e c t  
th e  D i r e c t o r ' s  e x p e r ie n c e  w i t h . r e v e n u e  and e x p e n d i t u r e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a t  
h is  s c h o o l .
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P le a s e  answer each o f  th e  fo l lo w in g ,  q u e s t io n s  i n ' t h e  p re s c r ib e d  manner. Questions  
r e f e r  to  th e  t o t a l  i n t e r c o l l e g i a t e  program in c lu d in g  men's and women's sp or ts .
1 .  Which o f  th e  f o l l o w i n g  s ta tem en ts  b e s t  in d ic a t e s  y o u r  p r o je c t io n s  concerning  
a t h l e t i c  revenue and e x p e n d i tu re  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a t  y o u r  school d ur in g  the  
n e x t  5 y e a rs ?  ( C i r c l e  one l e t t e r ) .
a .  Revenues w i l l  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  th a n  e x p e n d i tu re s .
b. Revenues w i l l  be s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r  than  e x p e n d i tu re s .
c .  Revenues and e x p e n d i tu re s  w i l l  be a p p ro x im a te ly  th e  same.
d. E x p e n d itu re s  w i l l  be s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r  th a n  revenues.
e. E x p e n d itu re s  w i l l  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  than revenues.
2 .  Rank th e  m a jo r  causes o f  in c re a s e d  co s ts  f o r  a t h l e t i c s  a t  yo ur  school in  th e
l a s t  te n  y e a r s .  (Number 1_ f o r  th e  f a c t o r  t h a t  has had the  g r e a te s t  e f f e c t
and number 5_ f o r  th e  f a c t o r  t h a t  has had th e  l e a s t  e f f e c t .  Use each nimber  
o n c e . )
 a .  E f f e c t  o f  i n f l a t i o n  on c o s t  o f  g r a n t - in - a ' id s - ,  equipment and s u p p l ie s ,
t r a v e l , e t c .
 b. In c re a s e d  co s ts  f o r  s a l a r i e s  and employee b e n e f i t s .
 c .  A d d i t i o n  o f  s p o r ts  to  th e  program .
 d .  C a p i t a l  e x p e n d i tu r e s  f o r  a d d i t io n s  o r  upg rad ing  f a c i l i t i e s .
 e .  In c re a s e d  r e c r u i t i n g  c o s ts .
 f .  O t h e r  ( E x p l a i n : ________________________________ ;____________________ _)
3 . What a r e  th e  most l i k e l y  sources o f  in c re a s e d  revenues to  o f f s e t  th e s e  in ­
c re a s e d  casts! (Rank w i t h  n u n b e r ‘ 1. f o r  the  source you b e l ie v e  w i l l  r a k e  
th e  g r e a t e s t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  and 7_ f o r  t h e  source t h a t  w i l l  make th e  l e a s t  
c o n t r i b u t i o n .  Use each num ber-ones . 1
 a .  In c re a s e d  t i c k e t  s a le s .
 Jb. In c r e a s e d  t i c k e t  p r ic e s .
 c .  S p e c ia l  programs w i t h  d o n a t io n s  t i e d  to  t i c k e t  s a le s .
 _d. D i r e c t  governm ent s u p p o rt
 e .  S tu d e n t  a c t i v i t y  f e e s .
 f .  C o n t r i b u t i o n s .
 a. In v e s tm e n ts .
 h .  O th e r  ( E x p l a i n :  ___________________________________ ;____________________)
4 .  Which NCAA l e g i s l a t i o n  i n  th e  l a s t  t e n  ye a rs  has been e f f e c t i v e  in  reducing
c o s ts :  ( C i r c l e  "E" f o r  e f f e c t i v e ,  "IT* i f  you  a r e  u nsu re , and "N" f o r  not
e f f e c t i v e . )
L i m i t a t i o n s  on t o t a l  nunber o f  g r a n t - i n - a i d s  in  each s p o r t .  
L i m i t a t i o n s  on number o f  coaches in  each s p o r t .
T r a v e l  squad l i m i t a t i o n s .
L im i t s  imposed bn number o f  c o n ta c ts  w i t h  a p r o s p e c t iv e  s tu d e n t -  
a t h l e t e  by member o f  a s c h o o l 's  coaching s t a f f .
L i m i t  on n im b er o f  p r o s p e c t iv e  s t u d e n t - a t h l e t e s  t h a t  a s c h o d  can 
have i n  f o r  o f f i c i a l  v i s i t s  i n  a c iv e n  y e a r .
A t h l e t i c  d o r m i t o r y  r e s t r i c t i o n s .
R e s t r i c t i o n s  d e a l in g  w i t h  th e  n im ber o f  coaches t h a t  can r e c r u i t  
o f f  campus.
R e s t r i c t i o n s  d e a l in g  w i t h  th e  e n te r t a in m e n t  o f  p ro s p e c t iv e  s tu d e n t -  
a t h l e t e s .
E U N a .
E U N b.
t U N c .
E U N d.
E u N e .
E u N f .
E u N 9-
E u N h.
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5. i n t i  i r a t e l y , what do you fa v o r  i n t h e  way o f  l e g i s l a t i o n  from the NCAA to  g ive
y o u r  sch o o l th e  b e s t  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  c o n t in u e  i t s  scores program on a sound
f i n a n c i a l  b a s is ?  ( I n d i c a t e  fa v o r  by c i r c l i n g  MF" and d is f a v o r  by c i r c l i n g  "D“ ) .
F D a . A b o l is h  a t h l e t i c  s c h o la r s h ip s .
F O b .  L i m i t  a t h l e t i c  s c h o la r s h ip s  to  r e v e n u e -p ro d u c in g  s p o r ts .
F D c .  L i m i t  a w a rd in g  a t h l e t i c  s c h o la r s h ip s  to  th e  b a s is  o f  need.
F D d . F u r t h e r  r e s t r i c t  th e  n im ber o f  g r a n t - i n - a i d s  i n  each s p o r t .
F , D e .  L i m i t  i n t e r s e c t i o n a l  a t h l e t i c  c o n te s ts  i n  o rd e r  to  c u t  down on t r a v e l
exp e n s e s .
F D f .  F u r t h e r  r e s t r i c t  r e c r u i t i n g  p r a c t i c e s .
F D g . F u r t h e r  red uce  coach ing  s t a f f s .
F D h . A l lo w  tw e lv e  r e g u l a r  season games in  f o o t b a l l .
i .  O th e r  ( E x p l a i n : _____________________________________________________________)
6 .  Have s p e c i f i c  p la n s  been made t o  re d u c e  sp end ing  f o r  a t h l e t i c s  a t  y o u r  school
by each  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  methods d u r in g  th e  n e x t  5 y e a rs ?  ( I n d i c a t e  yes by
c i r c l i n g  "Y" and “ N" f o r  n o . )
Y a . M o ra to r iu m  on new f a c i l i t i e s .
Y N b . B udoet c u t  t h a t  w i l l  r e s t r i c t  sp end ing  i n  non-revenu e s p o r ts .
Y N c. G e n e ra l  b ud g e t  c u t  t h a t  w i l l  re d u ce  sp end ing  i n  a l l  s p o r ts .
Y N d . Drop one o r  more n o n -reven u e  s p o r ts  fro m  th e  program .
Y N e . R e s t r i c t i n g  t r a v e l  spuads.
Y N f . R e s t r i c t i n g  number o f  persons o t h e r  th a n  p la y e r s  from  
t o  a t h l e t i c  c o n t e s t s .
making t r i p s
Y H a. R e s t r i c t i n g  s c h e d u l in g  o f  i n t e r s e c t i o n a l  c o n t e s ts .
Y N h . Reduce number o f  g r a n t - i n - a i d s .
Y N i . Reduce t h e  t o t a l  nunb er o f  s t a f f  members.
Y H j . R e s t r i c t  sp end ing  f o r  r e c r u i t i n g .
)k . O th e r  ( E x p l a i n :
7 .  Have s p e c i f i c  p la n s  been made t o  in c r e a s e  revenu es  a t  y o u r  school by each o f  
th e  f o l l o w i n g  methods d u r in g  th e  n e x t  S y e a rs ?  ( I n d i c a t e  by c i r c l i n g  "Y“ f o r  
yes  and *H" f o r  n o . )
S o l i c i t  more d o n a t io n s .
Demand in c r e a s e d  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  t i c k e t  b u y in g  p r i v i l e g e s .
P ro m o tio n s  to  in c r e a s e  t i c k e t  s a l e s .
In c r e a s e  c o n c e s s io n  re v e n u e s .
In c r e a s e  s tu d e n t  a c t i v i t y  f e e s .  ,
I n c r e a s e  reven u e  fro m  media co v e ra g e  o f  s p o r ts  e v e n ts .
I n c r e a s e  t i c k e t  p r i c e s .
In c r e a s e  s e a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  f o r  s p o r ts  e ven ts  CD make p o s s ib le  th e  s a le  
o f  more t i c k e t s .
O t h e r  ( E x p l a i n :  _________________________________________ ________________ )
8 .  What is  th e  f i n a n c i a l  f u t u r e  o f  women's a t h l e t i c s  a t  your schoo l?  ( O ' r c le  
one l e t t e r  t o  i n d i c a t e  th e  s ta te m e n t  t h a t  b e s t  r e f l e c t s  y o u r  o p i n i o n . )
a .  Women's s p o r ts  w i l l  b e g in  m ak ing  a p r o f i t  w i t h i n  the n ex t  S y e a r s .
b . Women's a t h l e t i c s  w i l l ’ a t t a i n  a b r e a k -e v e n  s t a t u s  in  th e  n e x t  E y e a rs .
c . Women's a t h l e t i c s  w i l l  a lw ays be a lo s i n g  p r o p o s i t io n  f i n a n c i a l l y .
d. Women's a t h l e t i c s  w i l l  be such a f i n a n c i a l  d r a in  on the  a t h l e t i c
d e p a r tm e n t  t h a t  d r a s t i c  measures f o r  th e  s p o r ts  program as a whole  
w i l l  be p r e c i p i t a t e d .
Y K a .
Y K b .
Y N c .
Y N d .
Y N e .






FOR THE BUSINESS MANAGER
INSTRUCTIONS'
P a r t  I I  i s  an i n s t r m e n t  to  re c o rd  revenues and e x p e n d itu re s  f o r  th e  
t o t a l  i n t e r c o l l e g i a t e  a t h l e t i c  program d u r in g  t h e  p e r io d  o f  1 K S - 7 0  th rough  
1 3 7 8 -7 9 .  In  th e  e v e n t  t h a t  yo ur  re c o rd  keep in g  c a te g o r iz e s  revenues  
sources i n  a d i f f e r e n t  f a s h io n ,  p le a s e  e s t im a te  th e  sources l i s t e d  as 
b e s t  you can and in c l u d e  any e x p la n a t io n  you f e e l  n ecessary  a t  th e  bottom  
o f  th e  p age .
The f i s c a l  y e a r  a t  my schoo l is  f r e e s ________________________________ to
d a te
date
D EFIN IT IO N S:
T i c k e t  S a le s  *  r e f e r s  to  t o t a l  t i c k e t  s a le s  w i t h o u t  d e d u c t io n  f o r  guarantees  
p a id .
C o n t r ib u t io n s  -  means money given w i th  no p r i v i l e g e s  g a in ed .
C oncessions -  in c lu d e s  a l l  items so ld  by A t h l e t i c  Departm ent dur in g  games 
o r  a t  o t h e r  t im es  e x c e p t  t i c k e t s .
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Funds -  r e f e r s  to monies from th e  U n i v e r s i t y  g e n e ra l  fund which
w ere  not d e r iv e d  from a t h l e t i c s .
Equipment and S u p p l ie s  -  r e f e r s  t o  s p o r ts  equipm ent and s u p p l ie s .
T r a v e l  -  r e f e r s  to  t r a v e l  costs o t h e r  th a n  those  in c u r r e d  f o r  r e c r u i t i n g .
D ebt S e r v ic e  -  means long term d e b t  s e r v i c e  c a s ts  in c lu d in g  c a p i t a l  e x p e n d itu re s  
f o r  new f a c i l i t i e s .
C o v e r m e r r t  Funds -  reven u e  to  th e  a t h l e t i c  program d i r e c t l y  from any
government i n s t i t u t i o n .
HA Revenues by Source; F ill In each blank indicating- the amount of revenue from each source each year.
S o u rc e /Y e a r  1 9 5 9 /  1 9 7 0 /  1 9 7 1 /  1 9 7 2 /  1 9 7 3 /  1 9 7 V  1 9 7 5 /  1 9 7 6 /  1977 / 1970 /
1970 1971 1972 1973 >971 1976 1976 . 1977 1970 1979
( I )  T ic k e t  sa les  _________  __________ _________  _____  _______
(2 )  Guarantees
( ] )  Donations t i e d  
In  t i c k e t  
p r i o r i t i e s
( V  C o n tr ib u t io n s
(5 )  Conference  
a l l o c a t i o n  % 
a l l  revenue  
from Bowls, 
T .V .  I  Rad Io
(6 )  S tudent fees  
w i t h  admission
(7 )  Student fees  
w /o u l  admission
(fl) Govcrniicnt 
funds
(9 )  Investment
( i n )  Concessions






• ■U llcvcnues by S p o rt :  F i l l  |n each b lank In d ic a t in g  Die amount o f  revenue from each sport In each year.
Spur I / Y e a r  1959 / 1970 / 1971 /  1972 / 19 7 3 /  197-1/ . 1975 / 1975 / 1977 / 197(1/
1370 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1975 1977 1970 1979
Hen's F o o tb a l l  _________  __________ _________  __________ ___________ _________
Hen's b a s k e tb a l l  _________  _________  _______  _________  ___________ _______ __ _________
Hen’ s ( lascha ll________ __________ _________  _________  __________ ___________ _________  _________  _________
Hen’ s Track _________  _________  _________  __________ ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  ________
Hen's W re s t l in g      • ______  ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  ________
Hen's Tennis__________ __________ _________  _________  ________ ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  ________
Hen's Gymnastics _________  _________  _________  _________  ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  _________
Hen's G o lf               .     '
Women's b a s k e tb a l l  _________    • _________  __________ ___________ _________  _________  _________  ___________ ________
Women's Track _________  _________  _________  _________  ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  _________
Women's S o f t b a l l  _________  _________  _________  _________  ___________ _________  _________  _________  ___________ _________
Women’ s Sw tinning ____________________   . ________ ______________ ______  ______ ___  ___________ ________
VI on's  Tennis _________  _________  _________  _________  ___________  _________  _________  _________  __________  ________
Women’ s V o l le y b a l l  _________              ,_________  _________  ___________ _________
" V s  G o lf  _ _ _ _ _  . _________  _________  ___________ _________  _________  :_________  __________  ________
Women's Gymnastics _________  _________  _________  _________  ___________ _________  __________  _________  __________  ________
Itovennes not re la ted  
In a s p e d f I c  spor l
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n c Expend!lures by Item: F i l l  In each blank indicating the total amount spent for each iLcm in each year.
1 9 6 9 /  1 9 7 0 /  ,1971/ 1 9 7 2 /  i 9 7 3 /  1 9 7 V  1975 / 1 9 7 6 / 1 977 /  1 9 7 0 /
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
(1 )  G r a n l s - I n - a ld  _________  _________  __________ __________ ___________ _________  __________ _________  ___________ _______
(2 )  Guarantees P a id  ________ _ _________  __________ __________ ___________  _________  __________ __________ ___________ _______
(3 )  S a la r ie s  , Wages ,
Employee Dene f i t s __________ __________ __________ __________ ___________ _________  __________ __________ ___________ _______
(4 )  Equipment and
S upplies                    ^
(5 )  T ra v e l______________ __________ __________ _________  __________ ___________  _ _       . ________
(6 )  R e c r u i t in g      . __________ ___________ __________ __________ _________  ___________ ________
(7 )  O f f i c e  Expenses _________  _________  _________  _________  __________ _________  _________  _________  ___________ ________
(I I)  F a c i l i t y
M a i n t e n a n c e __________ ___________  _________ ___________  ___________ _________  _________  _________  ___________  _______
(9 ) Debt S e rv ic e  _________    _ _ _ _ _ ___________ ___________  _________  _________  _________  ___________ _______
(10 ) O ther  __________ __________ __________ __________ ___________ __________ __________ _________  ___________ _______
TOTAL
Expenditures by Sport F ill In each blank Indicating the amount spent for each sport In each year.
5 p o r l /Y c a r  1 5 6 9 /  1 9 7 0 /  1 9 7 1 /  1 9 7 2 /  1 0 7 3 /  1 9 7 V  1975 / 1 9 7 6 /  1977 / 1970 /
1970 1971 1972, 1973 1971 1975 1976 , 1977 1970 1979
Men's F o o tb a l l  _________  __________ __________ _________  ___________ _________  _________
Men's b a s k e tb a l l  __________ _________  __________ __________ ___________  __________
Men's D ascball  __________ _________  _________  __________ ___________  _________  _________
Men's Track  _________ ____________ __________ __________ ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  ______
Hen's W re s t l in g  _ _ _ _ _ ___________  __________ __________ ___________ __________ _________  _________
Men's Tennis               . ________ ______
Men's Gymnastics_________ __________ _________  _________  __._______  ___________ __________ _________  _________  ___________ ______
Men's G o lf  __________ __________ _________  __________ ___________ _________  __________  __________ ___________ ______
Women's B a s k e tb a l l  _________  _________ _____________ _________  ___________ __________ _________  _________  __________  ______
Women's Track_______________________ _________  ________ __________ ___________ _________  _________  _________  ___________ ______
Women's S o f t b a l l _________ __________ _ _ _ _ _  .  , ^ _________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _.________       _  .__________  ______
Women's Swlninlng _ _ _ _ _  _ J   _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  ___________  .________ __  _________  __________  ______
Women's Tennis _________  __________ __________ __________ ___________ _ ________  _________  _________  __________  ______
Women's V o l le y b a l l      _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ ________________ ______ ______ ________ ______  ______ ______ ______
Women's G o lf  _________  _________  _________  _________  ___________ _________  _________  _________  __________  _______
Women's Gymnastics ______________________________________          __ ,________ ______ ______ ______ ______
Expenses not r e l a t e d
to a s p e c i f i c  s p o r t  _________  __________ __________ __________ ___________  __________ _________  _________  ___________ ______
Sports o f f e r e d ,  nimber o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s i  mmber oT f u l l  s c h o la rs h ip s ,  g r a n t - l n - a i d  c o s t ,  t i c k e t  p r ic e .  
In  each y e a r  f i l l  In  the b lank  w i th  (1 )  l lm  t o t a l  I  o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who completed the season, (Z) the 
e q u iv a le n t  f u l l  g r a n l - t n - a I d s , (3 )  the cost o f  ono f u l l  g r a n t - l n * a ( d ,  and conference game In d iv id u a l  
t i c k e t  p r ic e s  fo r  (4 )  fo o tb a l l  and (5 )  b a s k e tb a l l .
19 6 9 / 1970 / 1 9 7 1 /  1 9 7 2 /  1 9 7 3 /  1 9 7 V  1975 / 1 9 7 6 /  1977/
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970
(1 )  P a r t i c ip a n t s        • ___________ __________ _________  _________  _______
(2) Equivalent fu l l  
g r a n l - l n - a | d s
(3 )  O r a n l - l n - a ld  Cost
(4 )  T ic k e t  p r ic e  -  
fo o tb a l l
(5 )  T ic k e t  p r ic e  -  










REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE RELATIONSHIP PROJECTIONS
ITEM .. FREQUENCY
Revenues s u b s ta n t ia l ly  g re a te r  0
Revenues s l ig h t ly  g re a te r  2
Revenues and expenditures the same 5
Expenditures s l ig h t ly  g re a te r  2
Expenditures s u b s ta n t ia l ly  g rea ter 1
TABLE B
MAJOR CAUSES OF INCREASED COSTS
ITEM ' AVERAGE RANK
In f la t io n 2.2
A dd ition  o f sports 2.3
Increased s a la r ie s 3.0
A dd itio n a l f a c i l i t i e s 3 .5
Increased re c ru i t in g  costs 4.'5
106
TABLE -C
SOURCE OF ..INCREASED REVENUES
SOURCES AVERAGE RATING
Donations t ie d  to t ic k e t  sales 2.1
Contributions 2.2
Increased t ic k e t  prices .3 .4
Increased t ic k e t  sales 3.8
Student a c t i v i t y  fees 5.3
Investments 5.8
Government support ■ 6.0
TABLE D
RATING NCAA LEGISLATION
EFFECTIVE UNSURE NOT EFFECTIVE
G ra n t - in -a id  l im i ta t io n s  10 0 0
L im ita t io n s  on number of coaches 5 3 2
Travel squad l im i ta t io n s  -5 1 4
L im its  on number of contacts with a
r e c r u i t  - 1 4  5
Lim its  on o f f ic a l  v is i ts  fo r  re c ru its  4 2 4
A th le t ic  dormitory re s tr ic t io n s  1 1  8
L im ita t io n s  on number of off-campus
re c ru i te rs  4 2 4
L im ita t io n s  on entertainment of





Abolish a t h le t ic  scholarships 0 10
Scholarships only in  revenue producing sports 8 2
A th le t ic  scholarships on the basis o f need 1 9
Further r e s t r i c t  number o f g ra n ts - in -a id 4 6
L im it  t ra v e l  fo r  a th le t ic  contests 6 4
R e s tr ic t  r e c r u i t in g  practices 6 4 •
Reduce coaching s ta f fs 3 7
Allow twelve fo o tb a l l  games 2 8
TABLE F
PLANS TO REDUCE SPENDING
PLAN YES NO
Moratorium on new f a c i l i t i e s 1 9
R e s t r ic t  spending in  non-revenue sports 7 2*
R e s tr ic t  spending in  a l l  sports 4 6
Drop one or more non-revenue sports 2 8
R e s t r ic t  t ra v e l squads 3 7
R e s t r ic t  non-player t ra v e l to a th le t ic  contest 6 4
R e s t r ic t  scheduling in te rs e c t io n a l events 7 3
Reduce number o f  g ra n ts - in -a id 0 10
Reduce number o f s t a f f  members 1 9
R e s t r ic t  spending fo r  re c ru i t in g 3 7
*one a t h le t ic  d i re c to r  wrote "possibly"
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TABLE G
PLANS TO INCREASE REVENUES
PLAN YES NO
S o l ic i t  more donations 9 1
Increased contributions fo r  more t ic k e t  priv ileges 7 3
Promotions to ,increase  t ic k e t  sales 7 3
Increase concession revenues 9 1
Increase student a c t iv i t y  fees 3 6
Increase revenues from media coverage 2 . 8
Increase t ic k e t  prices 7 3
Increase seating capacity o f arenas 9 1
TABLE H
FINANCIAL FUTURE OF WOMEN'S ATHLETICS
STATEMENT ■ FREQUENCY
Women's sports w i l l  begin making a p r o f i t  in the next
f iv e  years 0
Women's sports w i l l  a t ta in  a break-even status in the
next f iv e  years 0
Women's sports w i l l  always be a losing proposition
f in a n c ia l ly  .8
Women's sports w i l l  be such a f in an c ia l drain  as to
p re c ip ita te  d ras tic  measures
fo r  the sports program as a whole 2
TABLE I
REVENUES DY SOURCE 
SCHOOL A
SOURCE/YEAR ' 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
T ic k e t  Sales 1 ,425,764 1.306,759 1 .607.125 1 .606.277 1,669,700 1.730.021 1.763,611 2,127 ,022 2.170 ,004 2.447 ,273
Guarantees 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oonatlons w ith  
Tickets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Contributions 190,305 201.519 165,264 199,497 210,036 222,000 250,300 231,079 209.642 407,500
Conference
A lloc a t ion s 101,726 234 ,316 273,646 210,177 272,453 266,520 414,037 327,300 351,095 377,664
Student fees w lth  
Admission 16,091 17,056 17.929 16,600 11,000 9,004 7,025 11,005 0,901 6,015
Student fees w lth o ut  
Admlsslon 231,540 210,703 210.549 227,061 223,650 241,300 297,500 293,900 297,300 294,700
Gavcrrmcnt aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0
Investments 149,662 144,107 122,060 153,076 231,090 272,034 192,944 100,074 216,729 301,060
Concessions 29,319 20,543 20,609* t . 34,029 32,670 37,193 30,221 43,052 36,450 50,072
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 199,660 213,002 179,727 132,494 211,376 200,324 226,540 240,332 227,170 301.317
o10
TADLE J \
REVENUES DY SOURCE 
SCHOOL C
SOUHCE/YCAR______________ 1970
T ic k e t  Sales
Guarantees
Oonatlons w ith  
T lekcts
C ontr ibu tions
Conference
A l lo c a t io n s
Student fees w i th  
Admission





I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Aid
Other
1971________ 1972________ 1973
1,500,4Z1 1 ,910 ,015  2 ,0 67 ,14 0
0 262,092 362,713
0 0 0 . 
20.555 30,922 40 ,426
350.019 425,105 314,011
3 3 6 .53G 330,439 362,701
0 0 0
0 0 0































OEVEHUES OY SOUnCE 
SCHOOL F
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1571 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
T ic k e t  Sales 1 ,22 3.5-1!) 1,320,051 1,175 ,573 1,316,011 1 ,173 ,323 1,116,365 011,000 1,013 ,533 2,369 ,536 2,331 ,336
Guarantees 0,500 10,000 2,009 10,066 6,250 3 2 1 .53G 0 0 0 0
Donations wl th  
T Ickc ls 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Co n tr ibu tio n s 0 0 0 0 0 101,561 102,933 107,513 131,633 516,606
Conference
A1 location s 161.031 211,630 200,975 212.665 170,200 0 301,090 356,521 355,901 370,111
S luilcnl fees wl Hi 
Atlml sston 100,511 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student fees w ll l io u t  
Admlsslon 0 107,350 0 0- 0 0 109.126 110,977 123,400 124,403
Government a id 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1nvcs Intents 0 < 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Concessions 0 0 121,671 72,551 77,111 0 , 96,352 150,011 143,303 199,770
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Aid 0 0 0 0 0 25,305 0 0 0 0




SOURCE/YEAR 1970 - 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Ticket  Sales 1,073,232 1,090,990 1 ,0$7 ,864 1,223,727 ' l  ,717,603 2,213,132 2,332,239 3,133,428 2,707,821 3,321,069
Guarantees 435,441- 521,496 496,627 674,676 • 528,814 334,320 433,748 358,975 558,212 478,754
Donations with  
Tickets 0 0 0 0 325,000 325,000 650,000 658,185 706,000 674 , 000
Contributions 4,246 1,414 1,339 2,375 1,782 2,924 5,173 1,670 16,761 2,585
Conference
Allocations 224,960 327,186 352,055 202,018 346,681 486,840 410,572 741,152 767,648 762,401
Student fees with  
Admission 202,864 . 209,314 215,798 223,928 224,678 224,394 215,525 275,239 242,867 367,868
Student fees without  
Admission 2,025 1,819 2,578 640 1,742 550 710 730 379 240
Government aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Investments 80,753 82,282 81,368 55,678 123,394 320,520 171,737 218,480 232,203 444,462
Concessions 115,900 l4 2 , ‘372 127,939 116,156 193,526 257,671 230,849 2B4.938 211,106 225,965
In s t i tu t io n a l  Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 7,125 16,316 14,861 17,130 24,713 47,418 104,902 103,OOB 51,389 467,687
TABLE M ' 7
REVENUES DY SOURCE
SCHOOL K
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
T icket Sales 4,000,000
Guarantees 0
Donations with  
Tickets
Contributions





Student fees w ith  
Admission 0







In s t i tu t io n a l  Aid 0
Other 276.000
TABLE N
REVENUES BY SOURCE 
SCHOOL I
' SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Ticket Sales 540,900 736,900 702,000 68Q.200 814,000 1,257,700 1,470,400 1,455,400 1,880,700 2,279,000
Guarantees 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Donations with  
Tickets 0 0 0 0 0 30,000 15,200 15,000 15,000 0
Contributions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 171,800 150,000 150,000
Conference
Allocations 152,900 132,300 182,300 182,000 185,000 319,600 296,500 236,800 344,100 321,000
Student fees with  
Admission 133,500 123,200 126,300 151,400 150,000 153,800 169,900 165,300 155,000 200,000
Student fees without 
Admission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Government aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Investments 0 0 0 0 0 22,600 20,100 23,400 26,900 0
Concessions 4,900 5,000 8,800 10,400 12,000 6,800 11,000 1,0500 10,500 11,000
In s t i tu t io n a l  Aid 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 130,000 190,000 184,400 139,400 138,500
Other 26,300 32,600 33,800 71,000 60,000 45,500 17,200 36,300 14,400 42,000
TABLE 0 "* 
n£vc«UEs dy souuce 
school J
• s o urce / ycah 1970 1971 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
T ic k e t  Sales 1 ,060 ,459 2 ,3 71 ,32 3 2 ,5 15 ,01 1 l ,634,591 1 ,7 05 ,01 0  1 ,092 ,303 1,017,037 2,236 ,569 . 2 ,0 69 ,21 5 2,304 ,767
Him  ranlccs 6 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 * •0 0
Dona l io n s  wl Hi 
Tleke Ls 223,000 327,179 100,000 125,000 .12 7 ,015  '■*»• 191,601 509,237 602,900 731,003 061,402
Co n tr ibu tio n s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conference
A1 locations 351,355 210,595 273,563 190,271 293,109 302,296 313,103 299,952 407,-513 120,259
S tu d e n t  fees wl Hi 
Adinl ss ion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S l in lc n t  fecS 'M l t t io i it  
ftdmi ss Ion 231,111 252,311 *272,200 209,269 306,259 3 1 3 ,2G1 312,322 325,310 329,439 601.275
Government a id 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 ovi;s linen Is 33,000 1 U . I I 2 56.007 60,191 75,020 79,170 31,799 29,766 19,100 7,917
Concessions 121,607 130,057 111,129 119,521 209,531 290,105 300,552 311,375 365,290 351.027
1n s t 1 tu t lo n a l  Aid O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O ilier 160,757 522,673 671,039 1 616,510 031,191 1 ,061.977 1,032 .166 0 9 5 ,G12 1,171 .905 1.230.700
TABLE. P.:
REVENUES BY SOURCE (X) 
SCHOOL A
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
T ic ke t  Sales 50.6 57 .0 62.6 62.2 59.7 59.3 56.5 62. B 62.9 60.7
Guarantees 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Donations w ith  t icke ts 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0
Contributions B .l 8 .7 6.1 7.7 7 .5 7.6 8.2 6 .8 6.0 10.0
Conference A llocations 7.4 10.2 10.1 8.1 9.7 9.1 13.3 9.6 10.1 9.2
Student fees w ith  
Admission 0 .6 0 .7 0 .6 0 .6 0.4 0.3 0 .2 0 .3 0 .2 0.1
Student fees without  
Admission 9.5 9.2 8.1 8 .8 8 .0 8.2 9 .5 8 .6 8.6 7 .2
Government aid  , , 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0.
Investments 6.1 6 .2 4 .5 5 .9 8.2 9.3 6.1 5.3 6.2 7.4
Concessions 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.4
In s t i t u t io n a l  Aid 0 .0 , 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0
Other 8 .2 9.3 6 .6 S . l 7 .5 7.1 7.2 7.1 6.5 7.3
TABLE ,Q-,;' >
REVENUES BY SOURCE ( I )  
SCHOOL C
SOURCE/YlAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
T ic ke t  Sales SO. 5 56.2 60 .3 48.9 63.5 67.6 64.5 53 .8 50.5
Guarantees 0 .0 7.7 10.5 10.6 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Donations w ith  t ic k e ts 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Contributions 0 .6 1.1 1.4 2 .0 8.6 7 .0 12.2 24.6 12.7
Conference A llocations 11.8 12.5 9.1 13.3 9.0 8 .6 6.7 12.0 12.6
Student fees w ith  
Admission 11.3 9.9 10.5 12.4 12.7 11.5 12.2 9.6 8.5
Student fees w ithout  
Admission 0 .0 0 ,0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Government aid 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 1.6 0 .0
Investments 5.4 2 .9 1.4 3.5 3.3 1.4 2 .2 1.8 2 .5
Concessions . 3.5» 3.1 3.2 3.9 3.6 2 .8 5.5 4 .5 4.6
I n s t i t u t io n a l  Aid 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Other 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
TABLE... R
REVENUES BY SOURCE (X)
SCHOOL F
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972
T ic k e t  Sales 00.9 79.5 77.5
Guarantees 0 .5 0 .6 0.1
Donations w ith  t icke ts 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
•Contributions 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Conference A llocations 10.7 12.9 14.7
Student fees w ith  
Admission 6.6 0 .0 0 .0
Student fees w ithout  
Admission 0 .0 6.4 0 .0
Government aid4 1 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Investments 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Concessions 0 .0 0 .0 6.3
In s t i t u t io n a l  Aid 0 .0
1
0 .0 0 .0
Other 1.1 0.4 1.1
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
79.3 01.6 74 .9 56.5 70.4 66.5 62.6
0 .5 ‘ 0 .4 17.1 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0
0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
0 .0 0 . 0 . 5.5 6.9 4.1 12.1 13.0
14.2 11.0 0,0 20.2 13.0 9 .9 9 .9
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 ,0 0 .0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 7.3 4 .3 3.4 3 .3
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
0.0. 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
4.2 5.3 0 .0 6.4 5.0 4 .0 5.3
0 .0 0 .0 1.3 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
1.4 0 .7 1.0 2.5 1.3 3.0 4.0
TABLE/ S
REVENUES BY SOURCE (X) 
SCHOOL G
.SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
T ic k e t  Saif 49 .9 45.5 45 .9 48 .6 49 .2 52.5 51.1 54.2 49.2 49 .2
Guarantees 20.2 21.7 20.7 26. B 15.1 7.9 9.5 6.2 10.1 7 .0
Donations w ith  t ic k e ts 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 9 .3 7.7 14.2 11.3 12.8 9.9
Contributions 0 .1 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.1 0 .0 0 .3 0 .0
Conference A l loca t ion s  ' 10.4 13.6 14.7 8 .0 9.9 11.5 9.0 12.8 13.9 11.3
Student fees w ith  
Admission 9.4 8.7 9 .0 8 .8 6.4 5 .3 4.7 4.7 4.4 5..4
Student fees w ithout  
Admission 0 .0 0 .0 0.1 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Government aid 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 ,0 0 .0
Investments 3.7 3.4 3.4 2 .2 3 .5 7 .6 3.7 3.7 4 .2 6 .5
Concessions 5 .3 5 .9 5 .3 4 .6 5 .5 6.1 5.0 4.9 3 .8 3.3
In s t i t u t io n a l  Aid 0 .0 ,0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Other 0 .3 0.6 0 .6 0.6 0.7 1.1 2 .3 1.7 0 .9 6.9
TABLE . ■ T "
REVENUES BY SOURCE (X) 
SCHOOL H
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 197S 1976 1977 1978 1979
T ic k e t  Sales ■ 84.(7
Guarantees 0.0
Donations w ith  t ic k e ts 12.0
Contributions (Data not availab le  fo r  1970-1978) 0 .0
Conference A llo c a t io n s 7.0
Student fees w ith  
Admission
Student fees w ithout
0 .0




In s t i t u t i o n a l  Aid 0 .0
Other 5.0
TABLE .U . • •'
REVENUES BY SOURCE ( I )
SCHOOL I
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
T ic k e t  Sales 60 .6 6 9.‘5 64 .6 60*.jt' 65 .0 63 .9 67.1 63 .3 71.3 72.7
Guarantees 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Donations w ith  t ic k e ts 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1.5 0 .6 0 .6 0 .5 0 .0
Contributions 0 .0 0 .0 . 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 7.4 5.6 4 .7
Conference A lloca tion s 17.2 12. A 16 .8 16.0 14.7 16.2 13.5 10.3 13.0 10.2
Student fees w ith  
Admission 15.0 11.6 11.6 13.3 11.9 7 .8 7.7 7.1 5 .8 6 .3
Student fees without  
Admission 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Government aid 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Investments 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1.1 0 .9 1.0 1.0 0 .0
Concessions 0 .5 0.4 O.Q 0 .9 0 .9 0 .3 0 .5 0.4 0 .3 0 .3
In s t i t u t io n a l  Aid 1 3 .3 2 .8 2.7 2 .6 2.3 6.6 8.6 8.0 5.2 4.4
Other 2 .9 3.0 3.1 6 .2 4.7 2 .3 0 .7 1.5 0 .5 1.3
TABLE
REVENUES BY SOURCE (X)  
SCHOOL J
SOURCE/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
T ic k e t  Soles 53.5 60 .9 58.3 48.1 45 .5 42 .3 41.1 47 .6 40 .6 40 .5
Guarantees 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 '0..0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Donations w ith  t ic k e ts 7 .2 8.4 9 .2 12.5 10.3 10.9 13.1 12 .8 14 .3 14.6
Contributions 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Conference A l loca t ion s 11.4 6.1 6 .2 5.6 7 .4 6 .7 7.6 6 .3 7 .9 7 .2
Student fees w ith  
Admission 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 . 0 .0 0 .0
Student fees w ithout  
Admlsslon 7.5 6 .4 6 .2 8 .5 7 .7 7 .6 7.6 6 .9 6.4 10.2
Government aid
%
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 ,0 0 .0 0 .0 . 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Investments 1.0 1.2 1 ,3 1 .7 1 .9 1.7 0 .7 0 .6 0 .3 0 .1
Concessions 4 .0 3 .3 3 .2 4.4 5 .3 6.6 6.6 6 .6 7.1 6 .0
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Aid 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Other 15,1 13.4 15.4 19.0 21.1 23.7 22.9 19.0 23 .0 21.0
TABLE,/W
REVENUES BY SPORT 
SCIDOL A
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
fo o tb a l l 1 .617 ,010 1,555,231 1.900 ,305 1.010 ,013 1 ,302 ,379 1,996 .056 2 ,1 73 ,33 0 2 ,166 ,313 2,511 ,277 2 ,7 71 ,03 0
Basketball 101,321 77,713 70,200 01,650 76.102 01,736 105,011 07,937 91,020 102,053
OLher Men's Sports 156 6,609 11,132 327 2,560 Z.560 1,191 16,192 13,151 12,117
Women's Sports




REVENUES DY SPORT 
SCHOOL H
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972. 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Football 1,305,077 .1 ,7 4 0 ,1 3 9 1 ,722 ,263 2 ,096 ,370 1,720 ,035 2 ,1 74 .70 0 2 .203 ,004 2 ,0 09 ,46 6 2,561,711 3,352 ,502
Basketball 60,531 47 ,110 04,943 169,439 203,134 261,072 354,940 353,955 339,760 351,609
Other Hen's Sports 300 1,519 4.067 603 17.972 11,639 7,603 13.093 11,503 6,700
Women's Sports 12,656





SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 . 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Football 1 ,911,902 2 ,2 93 ,00 0 2,257,057. 2 ,155 ,422 1,900,461 2,467,397 2,340 ,754 2,599 ,029 2,772,051
OaskcIball 110,090 179,717 169,919 247,110 Z05.622 266,917 261,614 264,564 562,724
Other Hen’ s Sports 25,142 16,237 109,067 26,941 41,400 33,007 30,010 30,049 73,429
Women's Sports 502 3,052 10.421 4,402
Other 911,609 907,500 009,050 965,005 1,040,511 1,090,910 1 ,079,039 1,035,075 2 ,067 .603
roUT
TABLE,Z 
REVENUES DT SPORT 
SCIDOL D
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 - 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Footba ll 1 ,7 66 ,11 0  ‘2 ,5 0 2 ,5 7 0 3 ,4 32 .61 9 2 ,4 00 ,00 6 2 .2 44 .71 9 2 .074,451 2,003 ,055 2 ,0 02 ,05 5 3,002 ,377 4.096.234
Oaskelbal 1 90,612 55,095 57,030 75,056 71,500 110,900 173,139 440.065 266,674 270,035
GLhcr Hen's Sports 1,000 2,746 2,756 3,496 2,731 3.545 9,132 23,345 16,609 20,010
Women's Sports  






SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 • 1979
Foolbd11 1 ,301 ,779 1,493 ,090 1.702,077 1 ,533 ,630 1,3 02 ,21 2 1.730,624 055,625 1.732,050 2,562 ,034 2 ,419 ,910
Daskclbal 1 42,004 79,500 70,000 79 ,320 53,401 67,937 5,734 79,976 146,104 257,502
Other Hen's Sports 7,225 2,405 2,590 5,946 541 1,462 0,933 1,507 17,219 24,357
Women's Sports




REVENUES OY SPORT 
SCHOOL G
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 • 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970- 1979
fo o tb a l l 1 ,003,20b 1,161,022 1,020,505 1 ,370 ,132  1 .742,065 2,416 ,517 2,7 44 ,34 2
1
3 ,1 63 ,00 9 2 ,5 75 ,07 5  3 ,374,011
Basketball 503,720 417,640 ' 521 ,677 502,624 040.002 720,375 1 ,306 ,166 1,660,667 1,767,342
Other Hen’ s Sports  
Women's Sports  




SPORT/YEM 1970 1971 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 • 1979
Football 3,700,000
Basketball 670,000
Other Hen's Sports 







SPORT/YEAR 1070 197 L 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
fooll ia  11 602,909 852.100 067.300 017,000 955,000 1 .431 ,500 1,621 ,000 1 .536 ,400 1 .926 .600 2 .3 73 .00 0
R askc lba ll 15,000 12.000 12,000 16,700 11,200 11,200 05 ,500 119,700 145,000 193,000
O lh cr Hen's Sports 5,000 5 ,0 0 0 5.000 6,500 7,000 0,500 10.050 20,600 30,400 26,000
Women's Sports 3.000 1,500 1,000






SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 - 1979
F n o tb a l1 1 , 9 7 0 , U S 2 ,7 0 1 ,0 3 0 3 ,370 ,711 2 ,3 1 5 ,0 9 0 2 ,6 2 1 ,3 0 9 2 ,9 2 0 ,2 5 0 2 ,9 1 4 ,6 0 0 3 ,2 24 ,04 3 3 ,3 0 3 ,0 3 2 3 ,5 20 ,07 3
Da S k e l t o n 31,506 31,001 50,000 65 ,532 93,565 116,900 116,671 151,022 102,337 206,300
O il ie r  Men's Sports 0,013 12,107 12,691 13,696 17,300 10,319 67.720 74 ,430 115,005 194 ,477
Women's Sports 1.951 5 .433 3,239
Other 1 ,002 ,001 1.061,177 001,177 911,033 1 ,1 65 ,96 9 1,303 ,627 1.361,017 1,240 ,476 1 ,461 ,126 1 ,072 ,420
TABLE" . FF"
REVENUES BY SPORT (5)  
SCHOOL A
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
F o o tb a l1 66 .5 67 .9 7 3 .S 71 .3 70 .9 68.6 69 .7 72 .9 7 3 .8 68.0
Basketball 4 .2 3.4 2 .9 3.2 2 .7 2 .9 3 .4 2 .6 2 .7 4.5
Other Ken's Sports 0 .0 0 :3 0 .5 0 .0 0.1 0.1 0 . 0 0 .5 0.*4 0 .3
Women's Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Other 29 .3 2B.4 23.1 25 .5 26 .3 2B.4 26 .9 24 .0 23.1 27.2
TABLE' GG
REVENUES BY SPORT 
SCHOOL B
( ; }
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Footba ll 65 .4 63 .4  60 .1 60 .8 55.5 54 .9 52 .2 .5 7 .9 62 .6 63.6
B2 sketbal 1 3.2 1.7  3 .0 4 .9 6.5 6 .6 8 .4 9 .8 8 .3 6.7
O ther Hen's Sports 0 .0 0 .0  - 0 .1 0 .0 0 .6 0 .3 0 .2 0 .4 0 .3 0.1
Women's Sports 0 .0 0 .0  0 .0 0 ,0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .2
Other 31 .3 34 .8  36 .8 34 .3 37.4 38.2 39.1 31 .9 28 .9 29.4
TABLE HH
REVENUES BY 5 PORT (1 )  
SCHOOL C
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
F o o tb a l l 64.4 6 7 .5 6 5 .9 63 .4 60 .6 64 .0 6 2 .9 54 .8 50.6
B a s k e t b a l l . 4 .0 5 .3 5 .0 7 .3 6 .3 6 .9 7 .0 5.6 10 .3
Other Hen’ s Sports 0 .8 O.S 3 .2 0 .9 1 .3 0 .9 1 .0 0 .8 .1 .3
Women's Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .1 0 .2 0 .1
Other 30.7 26 .7 26 .0 28 .4 31 .8 28 .3 29 .0 38 .6 37.7
TABLE 11
REVENUES BY SPORT (5 )  
SCHOOL D
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Foo tba l l 65.1 89.8 90 .6 6 9 .5 81.7 85 .3 84 .6 67 .9 84.1 82 .3
B asketba ll 4 .4 2 .0 1 .5 2 .7 2 .6 3.5 5.1 10 .4 7 .5 5.4
O ther Men's Sports 0 .1 0.1 0 .1 0 .1 0 .1 0.1 0 .3 D.5 0 .5 0 .6
Women's Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
O ther 10 .4 8.1 7 .8 7 .6 15 .6 11.1 10.1 2 1 .2 10 .8 11.7
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TABLE ‘JJ
REVENUES BY SPORT (5)  
. SCHOOL F
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
F o o tb a l l 91 .4 90.0 89. S 90 .4 90 .6 92 .0 57 .5 67 .3 72 .0 65 .0
B a sk e tb a l l 2 .8 4 .8 3 .7 4 .7 3.7 3.6 0 .4 3.1 4 .1 6 .9
Other Hen's Sports 0 .5 0.1 0.1 0 .4 0 .0 0.1 0 .6 0.1 0 .5 0.7
Women's Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0
Other 5.3 5.1 6 .7 4 .6 5.7 4 .3 4 .2 29 .5 23.4 27.4
TABLE RR"'
REVENUES BY SPORT {%)  
SCHOOL G .
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Foo tba l l 46.7 48.6 43 .0 54.4 55.1 62.2 70.2 61.1 53 .8 £5.6
B asketball 23 .5 18.7 23 .5 20.7 15 .9 21.6 18.7 26 .8 34.7 29.1
Other Men’ s Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Women1s Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Other 29.8 32.7 33.5 24 .8 29 .0 16.2 11.1 11.0 11.5 15.3
TABLE LL
REVENUES BY SPORT' (S) 
SCHOOL H
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 59.6
Basketbal1 10.8










SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 76 .9 BO. 4 80.1 74.8 76.3 73.0 74.0 66 .8 73.1 75.7
Basketball 1 .8 1.1 1.1 1.5 3.3 2.1 3.9 5.2 5.5 6 .2
Other Men’ s Sports 0 .6 0.5 0 .5 0.6 0 .6 0.4 0.5 0 .9 1.2 0 .8
Women's Sports 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0 .0
Other 20 .8 18.0 18.4 23.2 19.7 24.5 21.6 26 .9 20.2 17.3
TABLE : N N '
REVENUES BY SPORT (S) 
SCHOOL J
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Footba ll 63 .8 71.4 ■’‘77 .4 69 .1 66.7 65 .5 65 .6 68.6 64.8 59 .9
Basketball 1.1 0 .9 1 .3 1 .9 2.4 2.6 2.6 3 .2 3.6 4 .9
Other Men’ s Sports 0 .3 0 .3 1.0 1 .3 1.2 0 .9 1 .5 1.6 2.8 3.3
Women's Sports 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Other 34 .9 27 .3 20 .3 27 .7 29.7 31 .0 30 .3 26 .6 28.7 31 .9
TABLE 00
EXPENDITURES BV ITEM 
SCHOOL A
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 . 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
G rants-in -a id 456,206 487,457 526,904 571,730 635,304 682,423 714,601 694,167 649,603 657,359
Guarantees paid 0 0 0 0 . 0 . 0 0 0 0 0
Salaries 517,450 526,456 593,145 610,749 677,755 669,526 011,553 828,148 816,027 938,151
Equipment 63,516 94,608 108,621 100,940 149,491 132,526 145,661 225,109 175,112 242,566
Travel 236,252 250,067 321,404 287,224 377,030 393,506 420,621 470,637 450,741 654,500
Recrui t ing 115,699 121,173 115,661 124,396 144,775 144.569 147,906 140,965 100,278 229,501
Office Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maintenance 29 113
1
20 .EGG 36,355 133,500 30,045 37,060 60,925 70,405 00,313 100,075
Debt Service 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 299,60;. 258,577 421,692 339,707 430,632 49 0 ,1E1 559,409 678,691 670,901 756,796
TABLE PP ■
EXPENDITURES BY ITEM 
SCHOOL C
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Grants-in-aid 364,987 424,275 487,239 508,681 558,091 506,718 562,270
Guarantees paid 19,701 32,910 27,414 61,276 65,885 36,052 36,565
Salaries 830,254 889,054 1,025,994 1,115,176 1,247,110 1,397,540 1,495,971 1,730,300 2,001,154
Equipment 84,537 70,522 129,892 109,736 274,652
Travel 313,043 254,125 279,348 401,490 296,176 252,914 297,47 9 435,322 609,675
Recruiting 39,284 49,305 49,268 55,367 70,067 89,093 102,809 99,697 115,912 114,384
O ffice  Expenses 312,300 330,931 403,111 542,085 577,957
Maintenance 0 26,684 280,426 281,696 281,842
Debt Service 67,464 95,025 175,207 141,296 385,576
Other 1 0 0 0 0 0
TABLE- QQ
EXPENDITURES DY IT E H
SCHOOL F
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
G ra n ts - ln -a ld 420,603 361.031 309,072 470.309 401,960 514, OOD 543,071 570,967 523,229 509,479
Guarantees paid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 660,492 601,299
S a la r ies 343,144 400.150 515,709 540,762 563,1.10 604,009 640,290 735,519 700,919 910,654
Equlpment 108.327 130,079 130,111 120,051 121,037 170,979 152,112 146,146 325,920 392,075
Travel 22,571 26,297 34,539 37,073 51,842 . 61,494 34,905 20,002 212,357 349,037
R ccru lt in g 30,332 26.202 35,094 2B.233 37,500 ■ 66,122 0D.323 111,036 141,123 137,550
O f f ic e  Expenses 42,685 51,253 29,727 36,775 44,534 53,660 83,736 109,699 114,379 124,433
Maintenance 30,229 13,409 60,152 34,560 42,354 49,192 44,345 40,534 65,092 04,196
Debt Service 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 205,999 213,503




EXPENDITURES DY ITEM 
SCHOOL G
I TEH/YEAH 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
G ra n ts - ln -a ld ■ 314,453 339,113 330,400 361,070 435,492 510,040 525,172 456.166 575,474 751,722
Guarantees paid 331 ,035* 367,327 343.259 365,147 554,072 537,177 700,904 770,427 679,004 914,257
S a la r ies 460,397 400,555 406,059 555,012 620.C94. 600,263 749,340 661.653 708,705. 706.004.
Equipment 51,436 51,525 54,662 62,503 102,739 63,027 04,790 113,329’ 96,171 115,761
Travel 99,471 132,614 119,612 154,043 104,765 204,994 194,317 177,160 251,066 251,977
R ccru lt in g 66,637 03,390 73,007 91,001 154,233 129,047 127,301 134.000 159,699 214,901
O f f ic e  Expenses 12,625 12,123 14,013 20,002 23,207 31,527 32.19G 23,723 23,171 29,626
Maintenance 152,100 70,371 40,254 53,011 56,704 190.566 160,904 100,223 173,336 176,703
Debt Service* 0 0 0 0 236,756 437,255 326,570 367,311 372.340 396,592
Other 332,303 335,376 379,703 346,234 646,291 644,279 523,316 1,160.227 1,410,532 1,550,935
TABLE SS
EXPENDITURES DY ITEM 
SCHOOL It
ITEM/YEAR ' 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
G ran ts - in -a id 620.300
Guarantees paid 0
S alar ies 1,600,000
Equipment (Data not available  fo r 1970-1978) 455.000
Travel 565,000
Recruit ing 300,000
Of rice Expenses 290.000
Maintenance - 1,009.000
Debt Service I 600,000
Other * 766.000
TABLE.! TT
EXPENDITURES BY IT E M
SCHOOL I
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
G ra n ts - ln -a ld .108,200 188,400 108,500 108,500 214,500 214,600 227,400 252,600 273,600 320,200
Guarantees paid 4,500 4,600 5,000 5,000 5.000 417,900 238,400 375,500 400,700 323,200
S a la r ies 272,002 337,200 372,600 392,700 497,600 650,700 652.600 654,900 778,000 900,900
Equipment 18,700 195,500 205,200 202,600 233,000 338,900 305,700 365,400 478,600 476,500
Travel 96,200 100,600 99,100 104,600 110,000 200,500 243,850 245,900 313,700 388,200
Recrut t ing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O ff ic e  Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maintenance 18,700 14,500 15,000 16,500 21,000 31,700 35,150 31,000 53,100 104,900
Debt Service 0 0 0 0 57,000 57,000 57,000 0 0 0
Other 320,718 156,000 102,000 217,300 238,100 209,800 273,300 372,000 340,500 1,120,600
ro
TABLE UU
EXPENDITURES BY ITEM 
SCHOOL J
I TEH/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
G rants-in -a id ABO,671 521.092 616,659 621,434 666,726 754,701 765.806 747,626 843,634 045,529
Guarantees paid 0 0 0 734,913 741,109 769,480 772,041 1,008,704 905,58G 1,069,591
Salaries M O , 109 690,540 747,459 015,547 1,099,132 1,115,470 1,206,472 1,197,540 1,342,455 1,691,057
Equipment 07,306 110,991 130,265 104,DOB 125,063 138,023 109,576 110,517 135,462 158,001
T rave 1 193,914 200,589 203,085 106,840 271,OEB 356,928 345,051 359,497 397,736 409,034
Hecruiting 90,058 109,047 137,167 102,120 122,609 156,107 145,070 140,710 162,926 257,004
O ff ice  Expenses 75,561 OS .042 07,276 121,904 92,733 107,460 100,059 102,379 99,048 130,829
Maintenance 122,067 202,714 324,570 347,077 300,428 347,221 395,122 316,034 365,270 459,056
Debt Service 171,697 169,274 147,050 139,576 141,359 201,753 158,737 198,575 169,005 189,206
Other 1,528,303 1,945,636 1,729,607
1




EXPENDITURES BY ITEM (5!) 
SCHOOL A
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
G ran ts - in -a id 26.2 27.7 24 .8 26 .3 26 .2 27.1 24.8 22.2 21.9 18.8
Guarantees paid 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0:0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0
S a la r ies 29.7 29.9 27 .9 28.1 27 .9 26.6 28.2 26.5 27.6 26.9
Equipment 4 .8 5.3 5.1 4.6 6.1 5.2 5.0 7 .2 5.9 6.9
Travel 13.6 14.2 1S.1 13 .2 15.5 15.6 14.8 15.1 15.5 18.8
Recruit ing 6.6 6 .8 5 .4 5.7 5 .9 5.7 5.1 4.7 6.0 6.5
O ff ic e  Expenses 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0
Maintenance 1 .6 1.1 1 .7  - 6 .6 1.2 1.5 2.3 2.2 2.7 3.1
Debt Service 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0
Other 17.2 14.7 19.0 15.6 10.1 19.5 19.4 21.7 22.9 21.7
TABLE .WW'
EXPENDITURES BY ITEM (S) 
SCHOOL C
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973' 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
G rants- in *a id 13.1 15.2 17.3 16.4 14.7 12.0 10.7
Guarantees paid 0 .7 1.1 0 .9 1 .9 1 .7 0 .8 0 .6
S alar ies 35.0 36.4 37.0 40.2 44.4 44.9 39.5 41.0 38.2
Equipment 3.0 2.2 3 .4 2.6 5.2
Travel 13.2 10.4 10.0 14.4 10.5 8.1 7 .8 10.3 11.6
Recru it ing 2 .0 2.0 1.9 2.5 3.1 3.3 2 .6 2.7 2.1
O f f ic e  Expenses 11.1 10.6 10.6 12.8 11.0
Maintenance 0 .0 0.8 7.4 6.6 5.3
Debt Service 2.4 3.0 4 .6 3.3 7.3
Other 7.3 8.6 7.7 7.9 8 .0
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TABLE XX 
e x p e n d it u r e s  EY 1TEH (?) 
SCHOOL F
ITEM/YEAR 1S70 1971 1972 157 3 1274 1975 1276 3 977 1578 1279
G r a n t s - i n - a i d 26 .6 22 . 4 2 2 .6 22 .6 28 .4 2 5 .9 29 .6 2B.9 16.9 17 .0
Guarantees paid 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 21.4 19.7
S a la r ie s 22 .9 2 5 .3 29, P 33 .7 33 .2 30 .4 35 .3 37 .3 25.6 26 .3
Eq u i pment 7 .2 £ .5 7 . 5 7 . 9 7.1 8 .6 8 .2 7 .4 10.5 11 .2
T r a v e l 1 .5 1 .6 2 . 0 2 .3 3 .0 3 .1 1 .9 1.4 6.8 10.1
R e c r u i t in g 2 .0 1 .6 2 . 0 1 .7 2 .2 3 .3 4 . 8 5.6 4.5 3 .9
O f f i c e  Expenses 2 .8 3 .1 1 .7 2 .2 2 .6 2 .7 4 .5 5 .5 3.7 3.6
Maintenance 2 .0 0 . 8 3 .9 2 .1 2 .5 2 .4 2 .4 2 .0 2.1 2 .4
Debt S e rv ic e 0 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 O.D 0 .0 '6.6 6.1
Othe r 32 .6 3 6 ,4 3 0 .0 1 2 .9 20 .6 23 .2 1 3 .0 11.6 13.2 O.B
TABLE YY
EXPENDITURES BY 1TEH (7 )  
SCHDOL G
3 TEH/YEAR 1970 3 971 1572 1573 1574 1575 1576 1277 1578 1272
G r a n t s - in - a id 17.2 1 7 .9 1 8 .2 1 8 .0 14.4 14 .9 1 5 .2 11 .2 12.2 14.4
Guarantees paid 18.1 12 .4 IE ;  4. 18 .1 18 .2 15 .5 2D.6 16 .9 15.2 17 .5
S a la r ie s 25 .2 2 5 .8 26 .1 2 7 .6 20.7 19 /5 2 1 .8 16.2 15.9 ' 15.1
Equipment 2 . 2 ' 2 .7 2 . 9 3 .1 3 .3 1.8 2 .4 2.7 2.1 2 .2
T ra v e l 5 .4 7 . 0 6 .4 7 . 6 6.1 5 .9 5 .6 4 .3 5.6 4 .8
R e c r u i t in g 3 .6 4 .4 3 .9 4 .5 5.1 3.7 3.7 3 .3 3.5 4.1
O f f i c e  Expenses D. 6 0 .6 0 .7 0 .9 0.7 0 .2 0 .2 0 .5 0 .5 0 .5
Mai ntenance 6 .3 4 .1 2 .5 2 .6 1 .6 5.7 4 .6 4 .6 3 .6 3.3
Debt S e rv ic e O.D 0.0 O.D 0 . 0 7 .8 12 .6 2 .5 9 .0 8 .3 7.6
O ther I S . 2 17 .7 20 .4 17 .2 21 .3 IE .  6 15 .2 28 .7 31.6 22 .2
TABLE ZZ ' -
EXPENDITURES BY ITEM ( t )  
SCHOOL H
ITEM/YEAR. ■ 1970 1S71 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
G r a n ts - in -a id  10.0
Guarantees paid 0.0
(Data not availab le  for  
S a la r ie s  1970-1978} . z5-°
Equipment 7.0
T ra v e l  11.0
R e c ru i t in g  5 .0
O f f ic e  Expenses 4.0
Maintenance 16.0
Debt S erv ice  10*0
Other 12.0.
TABLE 'AAA '
EXPENDITURES BY ITEM { : )  
SCHOOL I
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 197 S
G ran ts - in -a id 20.4 18 .9 17.6 16.7 15.5 10.1 10.7 10.9 10.3 8.8
Guarantees paid 0.4 0 .4 0 .4 0.4 0 .3 19.7 *1 1 .2 16.3 15.2 3 .9
S a la r ies .29 .6 33 .8 34 .9 34.9 36.1 30.6 30.8 28.4 29.5 24.7
Equipment 2.0 19 .6 19.2 18.0 16.9 15.9 18.2 15.8 17.7 13.1
Travel 10.4 10 .0 9 .2 9 .3 7 .9 9 .4 11.5 10.6 11.9 10.7
R ecru it in g 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0
O ff ic e  Expenses 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0,0
Maintenance 2.0 1.4 1.4 1 .4 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.3 2.0 2.9
Debt Service 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 4.1 2 .6 2 .6 0 .0 0.0 0.0
Other 34.8 15 .6 17.0 19.3 17.3 9 .8 12.9 16.2 13.2 30. S
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TABLE
EXPENDITURES BY ITEM (S)  
SCHOOL J
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 .
G ran ts - in -a id 15.0 12.6 14.9 14.6 14.4 14.3 14.2 13.1 14.5 13.1
Guarantees paid 0.0 0 .0 0..0 ■17.2 16.1 14.6 14.3 17.7 15.5 16.6
Salaries 13.7 .16 .9 18.0 19.1 23.8 21.2 23.9 21.0 23.0 26.3
Equipment 2.7 2 .8 3.3 2.5 2.7 2.6 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.4
Travel 6.0 4 .8 4 .9 4.4 5.9 6 .8 6.4 6.3 6.8 6.3
Recruit ing 3.0 2 .6 3.3 2.4 2.7 3 .0 2.7 2.5 2,8 4 .0
O ff ic e  Expenses 2.8 2 .0 2.1 2.8 2 .0 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.7 2.1
Maintenance 3.8 6.B 7 .8 8.1 6.7 6.6 7.3 5.5 6.3 7.1
Debt Service 5.3 4.1 3 .5 3.3 3.1 3 .8 2.9 3.5 2.9 2.9




SPOUT/YEAH 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Football 760,717 030,116 899.604 975,379 1,069,692 1,003,045 1 ,132 ,270 1,136,249 1,156,090 1 ,190,000
Basketball 132,600 156,200 162,577 175.611 ‘ 100,574 106,002 107,651 109,041 212,926 272,147
Other Hen's Sports 153,363 160,041 172,441 190,460 223,661 260,246 302,060 342,400 356,734 305,049
Homen’ s Sports 0 0 0 0 0 49,014 55,779 53,601 61,667 04,006




SPORT/YEAR 1970 ■ 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
FootbalI 564 ,1Z0 , 054,766 0 5 9 ,9G0 906,060 910,437 1,090,331 1,192 ,750 040,030 900,949 1,176.719
Dasketbal1 95.620 123,776 140,250 137,260 164,450 190 , 337 225,190 213,104 170,002 239,747
Other Hen's Sports 169.401 250,245 314,357 321,574 • 415,709 400,453 492,533 335,203 295,025 291,621
Women" s Sports 0 0 0 0 0 2,310 0 0 0 239,470
Other 1 .723 ,240 1,247.047 1,520,646 2,053 ,736 1,553,039 2 ,111 ,015 2,166 ,029 2 ,139 ,570 2,653,463 3,272,104
TABLE EEE
EXPENDITURES DY SPORT 
SCHOOL C
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Foo tb a l l 947,963 002,911 953,331 1,104 ,469 902,700 1,030,556 1,150,305 1,301,032 1,401 ,525
Basketball 158,071 210,952 232,522 * •301,55V* 274,633 374,721 355,600 326,332 413,006
Other Hen's Sports .270,627 316,073 454,106 351,925 464,376 470.306 517,780 553,546 668,110
Women's Sports 5,092 9,906 21,024 23,963 31,740 44,562 100,734 164,417 265,410





SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 • 1970 1979
F o o lb a l1 1 ,1 43 ,04 5 . 1 ,255,500 1,257,099 1.796,744 1.550.201 1,045,173 2,397 ,259 3,066,346 2,002 ,062 2,732,035
Basketball 104,127 107,097 101.550 134,701 107,501 279,040 200,166 263,592 262,399 309.499
Other Hen's Sports 107,509 115,019 114,201 105,593 ■195,945 297,699 360,206 371,670 327,501 313,241
Women's Sports 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Football 507,10'. 690,710 592,033 435,772 395,515 614,126 364,132 540,505 1,366,562 1,422.541
Qasketball 36,709 46,000 57,664 43,403 ’ 61,092 62,410 58,111 90,179 327,144 350,539
Other Hen’ s Sports 49.027 34,072 29,215 40,491 33.451 40,022 23.31B 26,937 214,969 260,012
Women's Sports 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




EXPENDITURES DY SPORT 
SCHOOL G
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 04 6 .0 1 * - 901,337 913,906 1,003,967 1.399,902 2,029 ,933 2,006 ,195 2,410,151 2,463 ,925 2,006,363
Basketball 200,150 207,239 323,046 338,305 * 307,282 521,926 513,060 040,176 907,826 1,210,483
Other Hen’ s Sports 156,605 109,293 174,077 209,170 : 241,305 279,953 337,190 371,470 461,014 591,916
Homan's Sports 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 536.700 430,516 446,100 457,453 994,504 617,163 576,469 439,256 537,701 500,596
cnw
TABLE I I I
EXPENDITURES OY SPORT 
SCHOOL 11 .
SPOUT/YEAR 1970 .1971 1972 1973 1971 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
FooLbal1 
Basketball  
Other Men's Sports  
Women's Sports  
Other
I '■









SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 197 Z 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Footba ll 1 .259 ,515 1,097,400 1,162,500 1,222,300 1,365.250
OaskcLball - 191,470 204,500 216,700 236,200 353,200
Other Hen's Sports 199,900 224,391 254.750 301,700 373,200
Hemon’ s Sports 0 59,600 69,000 06,300 0




SPORT/YEAR 1970 ■ • 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1970 1979
Football 1 ,464,326 1,506.922 1,927,700 1,077,507 1 ,2 3 3 ,9 3 7 . ,1 ,2 4 0 ,2 1 3 1,201,065 1,156,611 1,252,290 1,150,120
Basketball 150,095 199.592 199,540 207,600 234 ,642 193,712 169.410 180,915 210,946 254,904
Other Hen's Sports 203,601 318,726 300,990 ■ 409,520 436,036 450.015 422,963 394,728 455,038 520,257
Women's Sports 1,045 1,201 1,030 17,437 22,233 49,352 74,364 67,414 91,593 121,051





EXPENDITURES BY SPORT (S)
SCHOOL A
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1S7B . 1979
Football 44.1 47.6 42.3 44.9 44.1 43.1 39.3 36.4 39.0 34.4
Basketball 7.6 a. 8 7.6 8.0 7.4 7.4 6.5 6.0 7.1 7.S
Other Men's Sports 8.8 9.1 8 .8 9.1 9.2 10.3 10.5 10.9 12.0 11.0
Women's Sports 0.0 0.0  0 .0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.4
Other 38.1 32.3 39.7 35.7 36.6 35.0 39.5 42,4 37.4 42.1
TABLE . MMM











6.6  10.1 






0.0  0.0  
59.5 60.0
1974 1575
30.0 28.0  
5.3 4.9
13.6 12.5 
















EXPENDITURES BY SPORT (2)
' SCHOOL C
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Footbal1 AO. 0 36.2 34.4 39.8 35.0 33.1 31.1 30.8 26.8
Basketball 6.6 8.9 8.3 10.8 9.7 12.0 9.5 7.7 7.9
Other Men's Sports 11.7 12.9 16.4 12.6 16.5 15.4 13.9 13.1 12.7 .
Women's Sports 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.8 1.1 1.4 2.9 3.9 5.0
- Other 41.3 41.3 39.9 34.0 37.5 37.9 42.4 44.2 47.4
TABLE ; 000 O '
EXPENDITURES BY SPORT (!•  )
SCHOOL D
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 59.2 eS.4 52.1 57.7 46.5 55.6 59.4 65.5 54.2 58.0
Basketball 5.3 4.8 4.2 4.3 5.6 8.4 6.9 5.6 6.8 6.5
Other Ken's Sports . 5.5 5.2 4.7 5.9 5.8 8.9 9.1 7.9 8.5 6.6
Women's Sports 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 29.8 33.5 38.8 31.9 41.9 27.0 24.4 20.8 30.3 28.7
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TABLE PPP
EXPENDITURES BY SPORT ( ! )
SCHDOL F
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 33.9 43.3 34.4 27.1 23.3 30.9 19.8 27.8 44.3 41.1
Basketball 2.4 2.8 3.3 2.7 3.6 3.1 3.1 4.7 10.6 10.1
Other Hen's Sports 3.3 2.1 1.6 2.5 1.9 2.0 1.2 1.3 6.9 •7.5
Women's Sports 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 60.2 S I .6 60.5 67.5 70.9 63.8 75.7 66.2 38.0 36.7
TABLE QQQ:- .
EXPENDITURES BY SPORT 1 
SCHOOL G
[•)
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 46.5 51.9 49.1 49.9 46.3 58.8 58.4 59.3 55.3 55.5
Basketball 15.3 15.2 17.4 16.8 12.8 15.1 14.9 20.6 22.1 23.4
Other Ken's Sports 8.6 10.0 9.3 10.4 7.9 8.1 9.8 9.1 10.3 11.3
Women's Sports 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 29.4 22.7 24.0 22.7 32.8 17.8 16.7 10.8 12.0 9.6
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TABLE -RRR“
EXPENDITURES BY SPORT <S> 
SCHOOL H
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 24 .0
Basketball 7 .0
Other Hen's Sports (Data n o t  a va ilab le  f o r  1970-1978) 13 .0
Women's Sports 0 .0
Other 55 .0
TABLE SSS
EXPENDITURES BY SPORT (X) 
SCHOOL I
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972. 1973 1974 1975’ 1976 1977 1978 1979
Football 59.3 51.9 50.5 .46.3 43.5
Basketball 9.0 9.6 9.6 8.9 11.2
Other Hen's Sports 9.4 10.6 11.0 11.4 11.9
Women's Sports 0 .0 2 .8 3.0 3.2 0.0
Other 22.1 24.9 -2B.6 29.9 33.2
TABLE .ITT -
EXPENDITURES BY SPORT (5)  
SCHDOL J
SPORT/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 J97?
Footba ll 45 .7 38 .4 4 6 .6  . 30'. 5 31 .9 2 6 .5 290.0 24.6 22 .8 18.4
Basketball 4 .9 4 .8 4 .8 5 .8 6 .0 4 .1 3 .8 3.8 3.9 4 .0
Other Ken's Sports 8.8 7 .7 9.4 11 .5 11 .2 9 .6 9 .5 8.4 8.2 8.3
Women's Sports 0 .0 . o .o 0 .0 0 .4 0 .5 1 .0 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.9
Other 40 .3 49 .1 39 .0 51 .5 50.1 58 .6 64 .8 61.5 63.2 67.2
TABLE UUU
CONFERENCE MEANS -  NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS, EQUIVALENT FULL GRANTS-IN-AID, 
GRANT COST, FOOTBALL TICKET PRICES, BASKETBALL TICKET PRICES
ITEM/YEAR 1970 1971 1972 197 3 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Participants 228 221 235 226 224 282 289 306 332 335
(4) (3) (4) (4) (3) (3) (4) {5} (5) (5)
Equivalent Grants 188 186 -192 197 187 202 183 176 184 189
(2) (2) (2) (3) (4) (4) (5) (6) (6) (6)
Grant Cost $1993 2074 2166 2231 23 73 2561 2581 2768 3052 3183
(4) (4 ) (4) (4) (4 ) (4) ( 6 ) ( 6 ) (6) (6)
Football Ticket Price $ 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 9 10
(6) ( 6 ) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) ( 6 )
Basketball Ticket Price $ 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4
(5) (5) (5) (5) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6 ) (6)
*Six of the ten business managers completed this portion of the questionnaire and 
there was some missing data on th e ir  reports. The figure in parentheses indicates 
the number of entries in each category for that year.
APPENDIX D
SOUTHEASTERN CONFERENCE SHARED REVENUE POLICIES
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SOUTHEASTERN CONFERENCE SHARED REVENUE POLICIES
D is tr ib u t io n  of foo tball bowl game receipts and te le v is io n  monies 
is as follows:
(1) D is tr ib u t io n  of bowl games receipts
(a) The p a r t ic ip a t in g  in s t i tu t io n  shall be awarded a travel  
allowance o f $40.00 per a i r  mile one-way (from home 
s i te  to s ite  of bowl), regardless of the number in the 
t r a v e l l in g  group(s) and regardless of the bowl receipts. 
The mileage w i l l  be based on Rand-McNally mileage tables.
(b) A fte r  trave l allowance has been deducted ("taken o f f  
the top") from the gross bowl receipts received by the 
p a r t ic ip a t in g  in s t i tu t io n ,  the Southeastern Conference 
treasury shall receive 20% of the remaining receip ts,  
to be retained by the Commissioner to help defray the 
operating expenses o f  the Conference O ff ic e ,  except 
th a t  when a pa rt ic ip a n t receives less than $175,000 
from a Bowl the following formula shall be used to 
compute the assessment to the Conference:
Beginning a t 5% fo r  a Bowl payment of $130,000 
the percentage shall be increased a t the rate  
of 1/3% for each $1,000 to make the maximum of 
20% fo r  a Bowl payment of $175,000 or more.
(c) No member in s t i tu t io n  p a rt ic ip a t in g  in a Bowl game shall 
re ta in  more than $175,000 plus the trave l allowance of 
$40.00 per a i r  mile one-way, based on Rand-McNally
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mileage tables, except when the gross Bowl receipts 
exceeds $500,000, in which case the partic ipating  
in s t i tu t io n  may re ta in  an additional 5% of the 
excess over $500,000.
(d) A fter  the travel allowance is "taken o f f  the top" and 
20% of the "adjusted gross receipts" has been provided 
fo r  the Conference treasury, the remaining receipts 
shall be retained by the p artic ip a tin g  in s t i tu t io n ,  
unless the receipts exceed the amount allowed under 2-C.
(e) Receipts in excess o f the above amount (item d) shall 
be remitted to the Commissioner and by him divided into  
the equal shares and one share shall be sent to each 
member in s t i tu t io n .
(2) Television
(a) Basketball: Revenue derived from a Conference basketball
te lev is io n  program shall be divided equally among the 
member in s t itu t io n s  by the Commissioner.
(b) Football: The in s t i tu t io n  in the Conference originating
the te lecast fo r  a regionally  or na tio na lly  televised  
football contest may re ta in  $3,000.00 to help defray the 
expenses incurred in the te lecast. A fte r  this amount has 
been retained, the remainder shall be sent to the Commis­
sioner of the Conference, w ith in  40 days a f te r  receipt by 
the in s t i tu t io n ,  and w il l  be divided as follows:
(1) Two Conference Teams P a rt ic ip a tin g —Divide into 14 
equal shares and d is tr ib u te  three shares to the 
member in s t i tu t io n  o r ig ina ting  the game, two shares
166
to the other p a r t ic ip a t in g  in s t i tu t io n s ,  one share 
to each of the other eight in s t i tu t io n s ,  and retain  
one share to help defray operating expenses of the 
Conference.
(2) One Conference Team P a rt ic ip a tin g — Divide into 13 
equal shares and d is tr ib u te  three shares to the 
p a rt ic ip a tin g  in s t i tu t io n ,  one share to each of the 
other nine in s t i tu t io n s ,  and re ta in  one share to 
help defray operating expenses of the Conference.
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